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Ukrainian elite and granting dvorianstvo, 269, 285-286; clash
with Potemkin, 286-288; dismissal as govermor-general, 288-289,
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291, 328, 380.

Rural police forte (nizhnyi zemskil sud), 238,

Rus' Principality, concept of, 50-53, /1.

Russian artisan guild in Chernmihiv, abolished, 37l.

Russian Law Code (Svod zakonov), intreduced into Chernihiv and Poltava
provinces, 280.

Rusgo-Swedish War (1788-17390), 249,

Russo-Turkish War (1769-1774), 126, 204, 208, 286.

Russo-Turkish War (1787-1791), 249.

Sadoys'kyi, Viktor, bishop of Pereiaslav and coadjutor of the Kievan
metropolitan, 255.

Bafarik, P. J., 36.

Shafons'kyi, Opanas, 33,

Sahaildachnyi, Petro, hetman, 5

Saint-Simon, 346.

Samoilovych, Ivan, hetman, 11; attitude towards towns, 16, 21, 24, 44;
and Ukrainian elite, 64.

Savyts'kyi, Stefan, Cossack chronicler, 54.

Secularization of Church pmpErtr.E;ﬂE, 257-262.

Segur de, Louis-Philippe, Count, 187,

h{:t:'k;*l. metuﬁeputy to Legislative Commission, 131, 141-142,

Senate, 144, 145, 234, 329,

Shakhovskoi, ITa. P., Prince, 98,

Shcherbyts'kyi, Timofii, Kievan metropolitan, 46.

Sheriff (gorodnichii), 239.
Shevchenko entific Society in Galicia, 348.

Shevchenko, Taras, poet, 340, 341; creation of independent Ukrainian
literature, 341; and political literature of the Hetmanate,
341-343: and the tradition of the nobility, 344; and Istoriia
Rusov, 343, 380, 385,

m:tw._'So_ﬁ';:n. Governor of Kiev province, 236, 248.

Shliakhta, see nobility

Sigismund Augustus, 147, 153, 155, 326,

Skoropads'kyi, Ivan, hetman, 35, 66, 69.

Skoropads'kyi, Ivan Mykhailovych, general aide-de-camp, 79; leader of
the Ukrainian delegation at the Legislative Commission, 190-
192; snd Governor-General Rumiantsev, 191; resignation as dele-
gate at Legislative Commission, 192-193.

Solms, Victor Friedriech, wvomn, 97.

Sorochyntsi, 158, 166, 169,

Sotnia, make wp of, 29-30.

Sotnyk, function of, 29.

Southwestern Section of the Imperial Geographical Society, 348,

Starodub, 140, 147, 157, 166, 172, 176.

Starshyna, see nobility

Statutes g Bohdan khmel'nyts'kyi, see articles of Bohdan Khmel'nyt-
s'kyi .

Storozhenko, M, M., 131.

Sodienko, Mykhailo, 348.

Sulyma, Akim Semenovych, 279.

Sumy province, 9.

Superior Land Court, 240.
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Sviatopolk-Chertvertyns'kyl, Gedeon, Prince, Kievan metropolitan, forced
to limit title, 44-45; commissioned the copyimg of the Hypatian
Chronicle, 49,

Symod, 137, 179, 180, 181, 252.

Tamovs'kyi, Vasyl®, 348,

Temir, Kumyk prince, 213.

Temporary Commission for the Study of Ancient Documents, 348,

Teplov, G. N., nide of Hetman Rozumovs'kyi, 74:; policy of limiting
Ukrainian autonomy, 93; memorandum ™A Note on the Disorders in
Little Russia,” 93-96, 115, 185.

Teteria, Pavlo, Right-Bank hetman, 24.

Theophanes, Patriarch of Jerusalem, 49.

Town Charter (1785), provisions of, 274; introduction into the Hetmanate,
276, 362; and Magdeburg Law, 3563; long term effect, 374,

Town Council (shestiglasnaia duma), 274.

Town elder (gorodskoi starosta), 240, 244,

Town magistracy (gorodovyi magistrat), 240.

Tosm meeting (sobranie gradskapo obshchestva), 274,
Town mayor (glava), 240, 244,
Town sheriffs (gorodnichi), 23S.

40.

Town Crphans' Coeurt,

Townsmen (burghers and merchants), position of, 16-17, 30-31, 58; and
Legislative Commission, 165-173; town nakazy, 174; chart, 175;
snd Russian administration, 173; Russian, Greek, and other foreign
merchants, 179,

Treasurer {!!znn:hnll. 237.

Treasury Board, s 435, 237,

Troshchyns'kyi family, 283, 335,

Tumans'kyi, Fedir, 90, 91,-327..

Tumans'kyi, Vasyl, 4, 79, 92, 109-110, 131, 210, 334,

Twardowski, Samuil, author of Wojna Domowa (1681), 54-55.

Ubasha, Khan of the Kalmyks, 215.

Ukrainian elite, see nobility

Ukrainian political concepts, 47; Zaporozhian Army concept, 47-56: Tus'
Principality concept, 50-53, 71; "Little Russian" concept, 56-
S8; gentry republic, H. Poletyka, 202.

Ukrainian reaction to imperial integration and assimilation » 382-383.
Ukrainian Swedish Alliance of 1657, 50.

Ukrainka, Lesia, writer, pen name for Larysa Kosach, 347,

Uniate Church, formation, 4-5, 39-41; property disputes with Orthodox
Church, 41-42; backing of Polish government, 5; destruction in
the revolution of 1648, 42-46.

Val'kevych, Zosima, archimandrite of the Pechers'ka Lavra monastery, 90.

Velychko, Samuil, Cossack chromicler, 55.

verbal court (slove sud) , 240.

Viazemskii, A. A., nce, attormey-general, 103, 129,

Volikov, F. M., Russian Governor-General in Kiev, 92.

Vyhovs'kyi, Ivan, hetman, break with Muscovy, 7; Hadiach Treaty, 7, 24,
g; foreign policy, 62; stand on Muscovite military governors,
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Zaporozhian of Hetman Rozumovs'kyi, 69, 114,

an e f -
Sich, 2; under jurisdiction
143; imperial government views on, 212; and separatist tendencies,

212; destruction of, 220.

Iﬂlﬁ!‘l*m. Petro, 131, l‘?, MY et ¥
Iborivw Treaty (1649), 6, 59.
Zhurman, Ilia V., general-judge, 92, 131, 145, 236. e

Znachne Viis'kove tovarystvo, 11, 12, 14, 21, 25, 28, 82,
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PREFACE

Puring the mineteenth century, the concept of Russia as 3 unitary
state was so deeply rooted in the ruling elite that a policy of compro-
aise with its awakening nationalities was never given serious considera-
¢ion. This failure to come to grips with the nationalities problem
contributed to the eventual fall of the Empire. The almost unquestioned

acceptance of the state as unitary and centralized can be attributed

to centuries of historical conditioning. The pattern followed by
Muscovy in annexing and absorbing non-Russian areas was, to a large
extent, an extension of the gathering of "Russian lands." First, an
area was conquered or voluntarily recognized the suzerainty of the tsar;
then, as part of the tsar's patrimony, Muscovite governmental institu-
tions were introduced:; finslly, the native elite was at least partially
assimilated. This process was the natural outgrowth of the highly cen-
tralized Muscovite political system. Until the reign of Catherine II,
however, 2 unitary state as a theoretical and practical goal was never
clearly articulated. By abolishing the administrative structure of the
territories which remained self-governing, Catherine gave final shape
to both the multinational yet unitary character of the Empire, and to
the imperial "nationality" policy comsistently pursued by her heirs.
This work deals with the integration into the Empire of one of
its autonomous non-Russian borderlands--the Ukrainian Hetmanate. Its
focus is upon three principle problems. The first is an analysis of
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the formation, theoretical justification, and execution of Russian
policies towards the Hetmanate and other autonomous regions, The
second is an assessment of the Ukrainian reaction to imperial integra-
tion--a question which requires an examination of the strengths and
weaknesses of Ukrainian institutions and their importance to Ukrainian
society. The third problem is an evaluation of the success of imperial
integration, its effect on Ukrainian society, and the Hetmanate's role
in the development of modem Ukrainian natiomal consciousness.

Although Catherine asbolished the autonomy of three Ukrainian
regions--Sloboda-Ukraine, Zaporozhzhia, and the Hetmanate--the scope
of this work 1s confined to the Hetmanate. By thetime Catherine came
to the throme, the autonomy of Sloboda-Ukraine, whose institutions of
self-government had never been well-developed, was already quite
limited. As a Cossack republic with great symbolic importance for
Ukrainian traditions, Zaporizhzhias and its destruction must be viewed
in the context of the Empire's larger policy vis-a-vis Cossack hosts.
The Hetmanate was much larger than either of these two sutoncmous
regions and was in addition equipped with a well-developed administra-
tion and social structure. The region boasted its own army as well as
its owm legal, judicial, administrative and financial systems., Its
Ukrainlan elite developed a distinctive political ideology and retained
a separate historical consciousness. As a major unassimilated border
area of the Empire, the Hetmanate is well-suited for a case study of
imperial integration under Catherine.

The politics of integration analyses how the army, the adainis-
tration, the judicial and financial systems, the Church, and even the
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social structure were recast along imperial patterns. However, mo
attempt has been made to deal with the complex process of cultural
assimilation and "Russification.” Study of the latter phenomenon would
entail extensive research on Ukrainian-Russian linguistic and literary
relations as well as the education, social life, and careers of the
Ukrainian nobility and clergy. Acculturation and "Russification" are,

therefore, mentioned only as they relate to an understanding of insti-

tutional integration and imperial policy towards the Hetmanate.

This is the first work to attempt a comprehensive study of the
integration of the Hetmanate into the Russian Empire. While some
aspects of the abolition of its autonomy have been examined, most his-
torians who have dealt with the Hetmanate were, for the most part,
interested in other periods and problems than those of its integration.
This is hardly surprising, for the final stages of dissolution are
rarely popular topics in a national historiography. Nevertheless,
the various nineteenth- and twentieth-century historical schools have
made major contributions in basic research and interpretation which
must be considered in any study of this topic.

One problem to which historians have devoted considerable atten-
tion is the juridical nature of the Hetmanate's umion with Muscovy. The
center of controversy has revelved around the precise definition of the
1654 Pereiaslav agreement by which letman Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi and the
Ukrainian elite recognired the suzerainty of the Muscovite tsar. The
various interpretations which have been advanced include personal union,

Teal union, protectorate, vassalage, military alliance, autonomy,
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This topic coatinues to be highly contro-

1
incorporation, and reunion.

political considerations. In the Soviet

versial, exacerbated by current
v has been officially defined

Union, for example, the Treaty of Pereiasla

by the Central Committee of the Communist Party as a permanent, volun-

tary "reunion” of two “fratermal peoples."” While the arguments OveT

the judicial nati .¢ of the Hetmanate's relationship with Russia have

added considerably to our knowledge of the Hetmanate's early stages,
they have contributed little to an understanding of the abolition of
autonomy.

The social struggles of the Hetmanate have been thoroughly studied

by the populist historians who dominated Ukrainian historiography from

the 1850's to the twentieth century. They viewed the Cossack era as
a time when the masses struggled for freedom and social justice against
the exploitative and parasitical Ukrainian elite. The populists col-
lected and published some of the basic archival materials and contri-
buted a number of monographs on the Hetmanate's social structure and
institutions. Most notable among them are the over 400 works of Olek-

sander Lazarevs'kyi on virtually every aspect of Hetmanate sm‘:ivltf.s In

IThe best summary of the various interpretations is found in A,
Takovliv's (Jakovliv), Ukrains'ko-moskovs'ki dohovory v XVII-XVIII
vikakh (Vol. XIX of Pratsi Ukrains'koho naukovoho instytutu, Warsaw:

1934), pp. 4s-52.

o 2Tezy pro lm%ﬂdchi: vozz"iednannia Ukrainy z Rosiieiu (1648-
1 rr), skhvaleni Tsentralnym komitetom Komunistychnoi partii Radian-
s'koho soluza (hiev: 1954).

31&‘1:#1! Tkachenko compiled a definitive bibliography of Lazarev-
s'kyl's works. See, “Spysok prats' O. M. Lazarevs'koho i prats' pro
n'oho," Ukrains'kyi arkheohrafichnyi zbirmyk, Vel. Il (1927), pp. li-
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dealing with the abolitien, the populists naturally concentrated on
social issues: For instance, the Cossacks' fate was treated by Mykola
Sturﬁ:hunkﬂ,‘ the transformation of the Cossack officer class into the
Russian nobility was traced by Dmytro Hiller,5 and the enserfment of
the peasantry was studied by 0. Lazarevs'kyi and V. Inﬂaln:f:ntin.'lsl

At the beginning of the twentieth century, a new generation of
Ukrsinian historians revolted against populism and followed a mew
"statist" orientation. They viewed the Hetmanate as a virtually inde-
pendent state and concentrated their research on such indicators of
this status as foreign relations, internal administration, and the
Ukrainian legal system. These historians were, for the most part, pre-
occupied with the earlier period when the Hetmanate was indeed virtually
independent. Their main contribution to the period of the abolition
1ies in their study of various instances of opposition to imperial inte-

gration. In fact, the greatest debate of the statist school concerns

the suthorship of Istoriia Rusov, an anti-integrationist and even anti-

iN. Storozhenko, "K istorii Malorossiiskikh kozakov v kontse
XVIIIl i v nachale XIX veka," Kievskaia Starima (henceforth KSt), 1897,
No. 4, pp. 124-156; No. 6, pp. 460-483; - 10, pp. 115-131; No. 11,
Pp. 143-156; No. 12, pp. 332-350.

SD. Miller, "Ocherki iz istorii i iuridicheskago byta staroi
Malorossii. Prevrashchenie kozatskol starshiny v dvorianstvo," KSt,

1897, No. 1, pp. 1-31; No. 2, pp. 188-220; No. 3, pp. 351-374; No. 4,
PFq 1""11

6A. Lazarevskii, Malorossiiskic litye krest'iane (1648-1783
.) (Kiev: 1908); V. Miakotin, Ocherki sﬁutsill'mi istoril Ukrainy

¥ XVII-XVIII vv. (3 parts in separatc books; Prague: 1926): V. Miako-
tin,

“Prikreplenie krest'ianstva Ukrainy v XVII-XVIII vv (Book 28 of
Godishnik ma Sofllskiia Universitet; Sofia: 1932).
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Kussian pnlit;c:t tract which had an important impact on the develop-
ment of modern Ukrainian national “mﬂmm“', Special mention must
be made of the work in this area by Oleksander ﬂhlaﬂlyn. who has done

much to identify various oppositionist circles at the time of the aboli-

tlnn.l

Finally, Soviet historians, in practice, consider the abolition

of the letmanate's autonomy a politically sensitive topic which is best

'ilﬂﬂfld.g Their contribution is limited to two topics: the class
struggle and the "friendship" of the Ukrainian and Russian pecple.
Soviet historians researched various manifestations of social discon-
tent and have expanded our knowledge of Cossack and peasant uprisings,

n:pucilli} in the village of Turbaiv.1? Under the rubric of the “mutual

7The varied interpretations as to the authorship and philesophy
of Istoriia Rusov has been discussed by 0. Ohloblyn in the introduction
of a new Ukrianian translation of the work, see Istoriia Rusiv (New York:
15-55]: PF* v‘:xlxr

80. Ohloblyn, Liudy Staroi Ukrainy (Munich: 1959); "Ukrainian
Autonomists of the 1780's and 1790's and Count P. A. Rumyantsev-
Zadunaysky," Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in
the United States (henceforth Annals of UAAS), Vol. VI, No. 3-4 (1958),

pp. 1313-1326; Opanas Lobysevych (1732-1805) (Munich: 1966).

%The historians who published in the Soviet Ukraine in the
1920's are not considered by me as "Soviet" but as representatives of
various schools. Only with the establishment of an ofticial historical
interpretation in the 1930's can one accurately use "Soviet" to define
8 historical school.

101, o. Hurzhii, Borot'ba selian i robitnykiv Ukrainy proty feo-
dal "'no-kriposn rokiv XVIlI-st. do 1861 r) (Kiev:
958); Istoriia selianstva Ukrains'koi RSR (2 vols.; Kiev: 1967): K.
Huslystyi, Turbaivs'ke povstannia (Kiev: 1947); I. Hurzhii, Povstamnnia

selian v Turbaiakh (1789-1793) (Kiev: 1950). Rt
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friendship” between the Ukrainian and Russian peoples, the Soviets have
produced many works on the common struggle against Napoleon, which in-
€luded the re-establishment of several traditional Cossack units,'!

Denial of access to Soviet archives has limited this study to
published sources. However, most of the basic sources dealing with the
abolition have been published, including Catherine's correspondence,
the petitions to the Legislative Commission of 1767, the papers of O.
Bezborod'ko, and the reports of foreign emissaries all of which are in
the Sbornik imperatorskago russkago istoricheskago obshchestva (St,
Petersburg: 1867-1916). Governor-General Rumiantsev's military

archives, Catherine's papers, the Cossack chronicles, and official

documents dealing with the Hetmanate are found in the Chteniia v im-

peratorskom obshchestve istorii i drevnostei rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom

universitete (Moscow: 1846-1918). Virtually all the laws bearing upon

the abolition have been published in the Polnoe sobranie zakonov
Rossiiskoi imperii (St. Petersburg: 1830) and the Senatskii Arkhiv

(St. Petersburg: 1888-1Y13). Nineteenth-century journals such as

Kievskaia Starina (Kiev: 1852-1906) and newspapers such as Chernigov-

skiia gubernskiia vedomosti (Chernihiv: 1838-1917) contain pertinent

documentation in virtually every issue. These are but a few outstand-

ing examples of the wealth of published documents on the abolition.

IIG. Gerbil'skyi, Ukrainskie kozachie palki.{ ukrainskoe opolch-
enie v Otechestvennoi voine 181. goda (Kiev: 1943); V, I. Strel'skii,
astie ukrainskogo naroda v Otechestvennoi voine 1812 goda (Kiev:

1853);.B. 5. Abolikhin, Ukrainskoe opolchenie 1812 g- (No. 72 of Istori-

cheskie zapiski; Moscow: 1u62).
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Much of this material has never been incorporated into the genera y

of historical knowledge. This study seeks at least partially to rectify

111
this neglect. Undoubtedly, lacunae in knowledge and documentation wi

continue to exist. It is hoped, however, that this comtribution will
stimulate further study, especially that based on archival research,

which can fill the remaining gaps.
A few words are necessary on problems of terminology in the

present work. During the eighteenth century the territory under study

was known as "Little Russia." Prior to the eighteenth century and

again in the nineteenth century the term “Little Russia™ was synonymous
with "Ukraine” and thus can be associated with territories not part of
the Hetmanate. Nineteenth century historians introduced a more precise
name, "the Hetmanate," which denotes the area governed by the hetman

and referred to the populace as "Ukrainians.™ 3Similarly, this study

uses the terms "Littie Russia™ and "Little Russian"™ only in direct quota-
ticas and when they are part of an official title (e.g. Tha Little Rus-
sian College).

Ukrainian names are given in accordance with Ukrainian spelling,
while Russian omes are rendered in Russian form. In citing articles,
the suthor's name is given exactly as it appears in the publication.
This, of course, creates occasional inconsistencies, since an author's
Rame might appear in one form within the text and in another in a foot-
note. Moreover a number of historians wrote in several languages and
their nemes may have several variants. The bibl iography and index
list all names according to -alphabetical order, with cross refer-.
ences if more than one version of 4 particular name has appeared. :
All Ukrainian and Russian names haye been transliterated
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CHAPTER I

THE HETMANATE PRIOR TO 1762

1. The Origins of tne Hetmanate

The origins of the Hetmanate go back to the 1648 Cossack
revolution, one of the most cataclysmic events in Ukrainian history.
Puring that time, the Polish adminmistration and ruling elites were
swept from the Ukraine and entire segments of the population--magnates,
Poles, Catholics, Uniates (adherents of Eastern Christianity who recog-
nize papal supremacy), Jews were slaughtered or driven from the terri-
tory. The ferocity of the revolution was due to the convergence of
social, religious, and--to some extent--national grievances which
briefly united the greater part of the Orthodox population of the
Ukraine, including the petty nobility, clergy, Cossacks, and peasants.
It was the Cossacks, however, who provided the military strength which
made the uprising possible and who replaced the Polish administration
with their own institutions.

The Cossacks were a military caste living in the no-man's-land
between the Ottoman Empire and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.

They were free men recruited from all strata of the population; most,
however, were runaway serfs. The borderland, with its freedom and
wealth attracted bold men, who rtisked the constant danger of Tatar
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attacks while venturing into the steppe to hunt, fish, and farm. For
self-protection, the Cossacks began organizing themselves into armed
bands which, by the sixteenth century, were consolidated into a Cossack
host. Having become firmly entrenched on an island fortress, the Sich,

located in an area beyond the Dnieper cataracts, called Zaporizhzhia

(hence the name Zaporozhian Cossacks), the Cossacks became an army of

percenaries and fretbnnttrs.l

The Polish government soon began enlisting the Cossacks in the
defence of the southern frontier against the Tatars and Turks and as
auxiliary troops in its numerous wars. As a reward for their services
to the Polish crown, the Cossacks demanded the recognition of certain
"Cossack rights and privileges." These included self-government, the
right to own land, to hunt, fish, and trade, to produce alcoholic bever-
ages, and to be exempt from taxation. But Poland's ruling class, the
szlachta, who claimed these prerogatives as their sole preserve, refused
to recognize the pretensions of the Cossacks, viewing th;l simply as
rebellious peasants. In a society divided into lord, serf, and burgher,
no special place could be made for the Cossacks, despite their military
services.

As long as the Cossacks lived on the frontier between the Polish-

Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Tatars, these social tensions remained

1The history of the Cossacks in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries is well summarized in V. A. Golobutskii, Zaporozhskoe
kazachestvo (Kiev: 1957), pp. 1-108 and treated in wmuch groater detail
in M. Hrushevs'kyi's Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy (10 vols.; 2ed; New York:
1954-1958), Vol. VI and Vol. VII.
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under control. In the sixteenth century, however, the Polish and
PolonizedUkrainian magnates began an intensive colonization of the
Ukraine. They established latifundia for the large-scale production
and exportation of grain. Sometimes they received title to lands conm-
taining Cossack homesteads, and the nobles would attempt to force the
Cossacks to perform labor obligations, evicting them from the land if

they refused. The Cossacks resisted, leading to altercations and law
suits which in the eyes of the nobility set a poor example for the land-
lord's serfs. Attracted by temporary exemptions from labor obligations,
the peasants flocked to the newly-colonized lands. But when the
exemption period elapsed, the peasants frequently fled, revolted, or
joined the Cossacks. It was the existence of the Cossack alternative,
which became & constant source of social friction.

In dealing with the Cossacks, the Polish government found itself
in a dilemma. As long as the Polish Commonwealth was involved in a war
against Tatars, Turks, or Muscovy, the government needed a large number
of Cossacks. But at the conclusion of hostilities, this large number
was a hazard to the Commonwealth and to the ncbility. The government
attempted to limit and control the number of Cossacks by establishing
a register of officially recognized Cossacks who were paid by the crown.
During peacetime, the govermnment tried to keep the register as low as
possible, while the Cossacks always strove to enlarge it. The register
fluctuated depending on the political circumstance--there were 1300
Cossacks in 1568, 6000 in 1625, and 8000 in 1638.2 This represented a

21, Kholms'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy (New York: 1949), pp. 184-194,
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brotherhoods, composed mostly of burghers, and by many of the nobles
who remained Orthodox.> Intense religious strife developed. Although
unpepular with the Orthodox masses, the Uniate Church, backed by the
Polish government, was, for a time, the only legal Eastern Church in
the Commonwealth.

Until the 1620's the Cossacks strove only for the recognition
of their corporate identity; then, under the particularly skillful
chieftan or hetman, Petro Sahaidachnyi (1614-1622) , the Cossack Amy

intervened on behalf of the Orthodox in their struggle against the

Uniates and Roman Catholics. Under Cossack protection an Orthodox

hierarchy was re-established in 1620 and the entire Zaporozhian Host

joined the Kiev Orthodox Brotherhood. From 1621 Cossack demands con-

sistently included the official recognition of the Orthodox Church and
the repeal of the Union of Brest.

The religious issue was closely related to the rebirth of inter-
est in the history of Rus' and the Church-Slavonic and "Ruthenian™ languages.

Through their involvement in the religious question, the Cossacks became
the protectors of "national" traditions and supporters of the Ukrainian

cultural revival. The fusion of the Cossack corporate issue with reli-

gious, national, and social questions sparked a mational uprising led
by the Cossacks. Beginning with an attempt by Hetman Bohdan khmel'nyt-

s'kyl to rectify personal and corporate grievances the uprising escalated

S5The Church union, the religious strife, and Cossack intervention

are best treated in M. Hrushevs'kyi's Istoriia, Vol. V and VI, and are

briefly described in Dmytro Doroshenko's Narys istorii Ukrainy (2 vols.;
2 ed.; Munich: 1966), Vol. I, pp. 178-194.




-6-

{nto a Ukrainian-Polish civil war. Suddenly, Khmel'nyts'kyi and his
Cossacks found themselves at the head of a coalition of Cossacks,
Orthodox nobles, burghers, churchmen, and peasants. With the collapse
of the Polish authorities, the Zaporothian Army assumed the fumctioms
of a clvilian administration, and, in fact, a2 new Cossack state cmri'd-a

¥hen a compromise with the Commonwealth (the Zboriv Treaty of
1649) failed and the struggle had become protracted, Hetman Khael'nyt-
s'kyi and the Ukrainian elite (Cossack officers and a number of nobles
who had joined the uprising) decided to seek assistance from Muscovy.
In 1654 at Pereiaslav, khmel'nyts'kyl and the representatives of the
Zaporozhian Army recognized the suzerainty of the Muscovite tsar. In
return the tsar promised to assure the continuance of Ukrainian autonomy
and proposed a military alliance against Poland.

Initially, the joint Cossack-Muscovite campaign against Poland
enjoyed some successes--especially in Belerussia--but soon the military
operations bogged down and a truce was negotiated. Strained relations
between Muscovy and the Cossacks were partially responsible for the
military failures. The two allies, the Cossacks and Muscovy, were each
pursulng an independent foreign policy with Muscovy oriented toward
Lithuanian and the Baltic area, while the Cossack state sought to se-

cure the West Ukrainian lands with the aid of Moldavia and Transylvania.
Tensions mounted when the Cossacks were excluded from the 1656 Muscovite-

SFor the Yhmel'nyts'kyi period, see M. Hrushevs'kyi
. Istoriia,
Vol. VIII-IX; V. Lipinski [I-W.'I'lfi}-. 2 dziejow Ukra l:llll:rag:u:.
1912); V. Lypyns'kyi, Ukraina na pereloni 1657-50 (Vienna: 1920); 1
Krypiakevych, Bohdan Khoel'nyts'kyi (Kiev: 1954), ity
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Polish peace negotiations in Vilnius. Khmel'nyts'kyi even began to seek

other potential protectors for his state, including Sweden.

The tensions between Ukrainian and Muscovite cultural milieus and
systems of government led Khmel'nyts'kyi's successor, Ivan Vyhovs'kyi,
to break with Muscovy and attempt an accomodation with the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. The resulting Treaty of Hadiach (1658) brought
the Cossack state, as the Princedom of Rus', into an equal tripartite
federation with Poland and Lithuania. Neither Muscovy nor part of the

Cossack rank-and-file would accept this solution, and hostilities were
nm.?

¥hile the war over the Ukraine continued, factions within the
Zgporozhian Army vacillated between Muscovy and Poland-Lithuania. The
struggle so polarized the Ukraine that two separate hetmans, administra-
tions, and armies emerged; those in the Right-Bank Ukraine were pro-
Polish, while those on the Left Bank were pro-Muscovite. Each hetman
with his allies attempted to eliminate his counterpart and obtain sole
control of the Ukraine, but neither side had sufficient strength to
achieve supremacy. Exhausted by nearly a decade of war, Poland and
Muscovy finally agreed to a thirteen-year armistice in Andrusiv I:l«‘.‘-ﬁiri"]‘.I
Muscovy retained control over the Left-Bank Ukraine and the city of

Kiev; Poland kept the Right-Bank. The greatest fear of the Ukrainian

70n Vyhovs'kyi and the Hadiach Union, see M. Hrushevs 'kyi,

8The complicated web of events from 1658 until the "eternal
Eﬂnu" of 1681 are best summarized in D. Doroshenko, Vol. II, pp- 51-
3“
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elite had, indeed, come to pass: the problem of the Ukraine was set-
tled without their participation.

The Cossacks refused to accept this partition of the Ukraine.
The Right-Bank hetman, Petro Doroshenko (ruled 1665-1676), attempted a
third altemative--uniting Ukraine with the aid of a Cossack-Ottoman-
Tatar alliance. After scoring some initial victories, Doroshenko suc-
ceeded only in plunging the Ukraine into further warfare involving
Poland, Crimea, the Ottoman Empire and Muscovy. Foreign troops, several
warring Cossack amies, and the class antagonisms of the peasants and
the Cossack rank-and-file against the elite reduced the Ukraine to
snarchy--a period known in Ukrainian historiography as "The Ruin.” The
Ukrainian elite was slaughtered; the Right-Bank, the arena for most of
the military operations, was devastated and depopulated; even Right-
Bank Cossack formations dissolved or crossed the Dninper.& Their
energies and resources spent, all the participants sought peace.
By 1681 a series of agreements stabilized the situation. A treaty of
"eternal peace” between Poland and Muscovy assured that Moscow finally

secured international recognition of her control over the Left-Bank
Ukraine.

After three decades of conflict, the state established by Hetman
Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi was left comsiderably reduced in territory. Not
only had the Right Bank been lost, but the Zaporozhian Cossacks, so
instrumental in the 1648 uprising, had also broken away and continued

to maintain their own semi-independent republic, centered on the Sich.

91bid., Vol. II, pp. 73-93.
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The truncated Left-Bank successor to Khmel'nyts'kyi's state became
known as Jhe Hotmanate. Despite the losses incurred during "the Ruin ,"
it retained substantial territory (including the entire present-day
Chernihiv and Poltava provinces, as well as part of the Kiev, Sumy and

Cherkasy provinces and several towns now located in Russia) and a popu-

lation of 700,000 male inhnhit.mu-m From the Hetmanate's turbulent

origins, a new society and system of govermnment had emerged which dif-
ferentiated this territory from both Poland-Lithuania and Muscovy. The
complex political relationship between the Hetmanate and Russian avthor-
ity rested upon the peculiar social structure, institutions and admin-

istration of the Hetmanate as well as the myths and political ideology

which had developed among its elite.

2. The Secial Structure

Throughout the eighteenth century East Central European societies
were still divided into legal, corporate estates. In the Hetmanate, the
constant warfare and social strife prevented the crystalization of fully
developod estates. Nevertheless, the social structure was similar to
East Central Europe, for it was arranged in a vertical hierarchy, and

one's political power, legal privileges, and social status were deter-

mined by membership in a particular social group.

At the apex of Ukrainian society, the Ukrainian aristocracy com-
bined elements of the old nobility or szlachta (Ukr. shliakhta) of Polish
times with a mewer Cossack officer elite. Considerable numbers of

10The population figure is based on the first more or less re-
liable census (1719); see V. M. Kabuzan, Izmeneniia v razmeshchenii
Raseleniia Rossii v XVIII-pervoi polovine XIX v. (Moscow: 1971), p. 67.
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shliakhta who joined the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising, insisted on recognition
of their previous pelitical and social PU!itiﬂn.ll During the Pereiaslav
megotiations the shliakhta demanded and obtained special guarantees of
their rights from the tsar. But their old position was shaken by the soc-

ial revolution of 1648 and many of the shliakhta were killed, driven out

of the Ukraine, or, if they were able to retain their estates, they lost

the free labor of the peasantry. In some areas--those least touched by

the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising--the shliakhta held on to most of their for-

mer prerogatives. For example, in the Starodub polk, the nmorthernmost
part of the Hetmanate, the shliakhts recognized the new Cossack state,

served it in the same capacity it once served Poland, and continued to
obtain some peasant services.

Yet oven recognition of shliakhta prerogatives failed to secure

for the estate its traditional leading position in society. In the

first place, the new polity was the creation of the Cossack Army and the

Cossack estate. Only in becoming Cossacks could the shliakhta exercise

its former authority, but within the Cossack Army there already existed

& new mon-shliakhta elite,
shliakhta,

as well as elements antithetical to the
Secondly, the shliakhta loyal to Khmel'nyts'kyi was too
snall to man the new military and administrative dpparatus. Unable to

control the political levers of society it could hardly maintain itself

25 an exclusive elite. At best, the old shliakhta could fuse with the
social group performing these functions, the Cossack officer class or

starshyna.

The formation of a new unified aristocracy, however, was a slow

The shliakhta who joined Khmel'nyts'kyi has been studied by
Viacheslav Lypyns'kyi in

Ukraina na perelomi 1657-1659 (Vienna: 1920)
and in (N. Lipinski) 2 dziejow Hkr:jinz (Cracow: 1512),
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and painful process. Constant warfare and civil strife resulted in the

virtual annihilation of the elite, both shiakhra and non-shliskhta,

which first emerged during the Khmel'nyts'kyi era. The next generation

of Cossack officers, who had risea through the ranks during those tur-
bulent years, laid the foundation for a more stable aristocracy. During
the rule of Hetmans Ivan Samoilovych (1672-1687) and Ivan Matepa (1687-
1709), a social group appeared which possessed sufficient wealth, edu-
cation, and talent to form a steady reservoir for Ukrainian militery and

civilian offices. Called the Inachne viis'kove tovarystvo (Distinguished

Military Comrades), this new aristocracy consisted of descendants of

the Ukrainian shliakhta, descendants of Cossack officers registered dur-
ing Polish times, and deserving new rei:mlts.u By the eighteenth cen-
wury it was divided into three social categories: highest were the comrades
of the standard (bunchukovi tovaryshi), those who were under the stan-
dard or bunchuk of the hetman; then came the military comrades (viis'kovi
tovaryshi), those designated by the General Military Chancellery, the
Hetmanate's central administration; and finally the comrades of the

emblen (znachkovi tovaryshi), who were under the emblem or jurisdiction

of one of the Hetmanate's regiments. bhile not holding any office,
these aristocrats were obliged to perform military and adaministrative
duties when requested by the Ukrainiam authorities. In return, they
received the right to own estates, to demand labor obligations from the
ptasants, and to participate in affairs of state by being present at

12The formation of the new aristocracy has been described by Lev
» Lanchne viis'kove tovarystvo v Ukraini-Het'manshchyni
IVII-XV1iI st. (Vel. CLVIT of Zapysky Naukovoho Tovarysiva imeny Shev-

- : 1543).
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councils, The aristocracy was also under speclial judicial jurisdic-
tion: comrades of the standard could be tried only by the hetman,
military comrades by the General Military Chancellery, and the comrades
of the esblem by the polkownyk.

In the eighteenth century the Inachne viis'kove tovarystvo became
increasingly a closed hereditary social group. Its mesbers began call-
ing itself shliakhta and demanded but did not receive from the Russian
suthorities the same privileges as the nobility possessed under the -
Polish = Lithuanian I:n-_m'ulth. . The charter granted at
the time of Khmel'nyts'kyi applied only to those who could substantiate
their pre-1654 noble lineage. Ukrainians were denied admittance to
cadet school, and, consequently, to imperial military and civilian
careers, because in the copinion of Russian officialdom, in "Little
Russia there are no dvoriame.”'> Most annoying for the Ukrainian
aristocracy was the fact that Russians as of 1722 received automatic
ennoblements upon reaching a certain grade in the Table of Ranks. How-
ever, even the highest Ukrainian offices did not bring autocmatic imper-

ial enncblement. Thus, throughout the eighteenth century the Ukrainian

15y, Miller, "Ocherki iz istorii i iuridicheskago byta staroi Malo-
rossii; Prevr shchenie malorusskoi starshiny v dvorianstvo," KSp, .
(1897), No. 1, p. 26. Miller provides the best survey of the struggle
of the starshyna to obtain Russian titles, see K5t., No. 1, pp. 1-31:
No. 2, pp. 188-220; No. 3, pp. 351-357; No. 4, pp. 1-47. A valuable sur-
vey of the development of the nobility can be found in A. Efimenko,
"Malorusskoe dvorianstyo i ego sud'ba,” Iuzhnaia Rus’ (St. Petersburg:
1905), Vol. I, pp. 145-200. The genealogy of wmost of the Ukrainian

ity has been traced in a monumental study by V. L. Modzalevskii;
Malorossiskii rodoslovnik (4 volumes; St. Petersburg: 1905-1915),
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nobility struggled for the equalization of Ukrainian offices and ranks
with Russian ones and for imperial recognition and confirmation of their
noble status. Within the Hetmanate, however, the Ukrainian nobility
possessed power, wealth, and special legal and social status.

Sandwiched between the nobility and the peasantry, the Cossacks
were required to provide military service in exchange for special privi-
leges. Sharing a common origin, Cossack privileges were similar to those
enjoyed by the nobility: exemption from taxation, right to land owner-
ship, self-government, the right to produce alcoholic beverages, and the
right to trade certain commodities. The Cossacks were denied only the
right to require peasant labor obligations. Despite these advantages,
from the end of the seventeenth century, the position of the Cossacks
steadily deteriorated. Under the pressure of the starshynma they lost
all their political prerogatives. They no longer elected their officers
and they no longer participated in the varicus state councils. Even
more crucial was the Cossacks'" economic decline. While juridically the

Cossacks were close to the nobility, economically, they resembled the

pﬂlﬁlﬂtlr.l‘

Undercutting the Cossack's economic position was his dual role
as soldier and free farmer. Under Poland, the Cossacks were either paid

or managed to obtain booty. Now they were still expected to fully equip

l4This process is best described by V. A. Miakotin, Ocherki sot-
sial'noi istorii Ukrainy v XVII-XVIII vv (Prague: 1926), Vol. 1, Vyp.
3. A. Lazarevskii's Opisanie staroi Malorossii (3 volumes; Kiev: 1888-
1902), is a vast reservoir of information about the Cossack estate. See

also 0. Apanovych, Ibroini syly Ukrain rshoi polo XVIII st. (Kiev:
1960) and V. A. Diadychenko, Narysy suspil'no-politychnoho ustroiu Livo-

berezhnoi Ukrainy kintsia XVII- pochatku XVIII st (Kiev: 1959}, pp. 411-
466.
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themselves for battle but without pay. Occasionally, on long campaigns,

L]
some remmeration was given, but each lengthy absence from the Cossack's
farm had a catastrophic effect on his economic position. Impoverished
and wishing to avoid further campaigns, the Cossack sold his land and

hired himself out to the landlord. This process was accelerated and

exacerbated by the rapacity and greed of the aristocracy, which fre-

quently used extralegal means to obtain Cossack land and services. On

the other hand, some Cossacks enriched themselves and eventually joined
the Znachne viis'kove tovarystvo, thus entering the Ukrainian nobility.
A trickle of uvpward mobility and a steady stream of downward mobility
reduced the number of battle-ready Cossacks from 60,000 in 1650 to

30,000 in 1669 and to 20,000 in 1730.5
Alarmed by the dwindling number of battle-ready Cossacks, the

Russian authorities attempted to arrest this process. They were parti-
cularly concerned in utilizing the maximum nusber of Cossacks in a

series of wars with the Ottoman Empire. An ukaz first issued in 1723

and repeated in 1728 forbade the Cossacks to become peasants while in
1739 an ukaz limited the Ukrainian starshyna in their purchases of Cos-
sack farms,!® But these measures failed to tackle the basic problem,
the Cossacks' connection with land. The nobility were able to serve be-
cause they had sufficient land and the free labor of the peasantry.
Logically, the rank-and-file had to be supported either by the state

—'-_-———_.._.___
150. M. Apanovych, Zbroini, pp. 21-22.

16y, Miakotin, Ocherki, Vyp. 3, pp. 128-132, 162.
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spparatus or by some other social group.
To some extent, the latter course was attempted by a major
tsarist reform in 1155.1? All the Cossacks were divided into two groups,

rank-and-file (vyborni) and helpers (pidpomichnyks). The rank-and-file

Cossacks were to perform military service while the impoverished helpers
were to prepare the food, gather and deliver supplies, horses, and cat-

tle, act as messengers, and even till the soil in the long absence of

& rank-and-file Cossack. The rationalebehind the reform was that those

Cossacks that were too poor to fight should support that segment of
Cossacks still capable of fighting. '

While the reform of 1735 revitalized the Cossack Army sufficiently
to carry it through the Ottoman wars, it failed to resolve the basic

problem. The services the Cossack helpers provided were designed to

increase the Empire's immediate war capabilities and not to alleviate

the Cossacks' economic crisis. Besides these duties, the Cossack helpers

became liable for half the taxes paid by the burghers and peasants and

many were impressed into virtual serfdom by the landlord. Having several

claimants for their services, the Cossack helpers could provide less

and less assistance to the regular Cossacks. Consequently, the number

Cossacks continued to drop from 20,000 in 1735 to 10,000
in 11‘54.“ Simultanecusly, the number of independent

of battle-ready

Cossack farms

steadily declined from 20,000 in 1730 to 11,000 in 1743, to only 1,000

A —

17Treated by 0. M. Apanovych, Zbroini, pp. 20-29.

18 proshenie maloros

getmanom," Kievskala Stari siiskago shliakhetstva i starshyn vmeste s
L] a arin

a, No. 6 (1883), pp. 317-345.
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in l'.-'H.“ According to the 1764 census, however, there were 176,886
Tegular Cossacks and 198,295 Cossack helpen.m Obviously, the vast
majority of Cossacks no longer owned their own farms but were dependent
on & landlord. By the second half of the eighteenth century, the Cos-
sacks were no longer viable as a military formation. As a separate es-
tate, the Cossacks still possessed broad juridical rights, at least in
theory, but economically they were barely differentiated from the pea-
santry.

The artisans and merchants of the cities and the numerous peasan-
try occupied a lower social Pesition than the nobility and Cossacks, but
providing the chief economic base for both the Ukrainian and Russian
authorities in the Hetmanate. Although both burghers and peasants were
equally lisble to pay state taxes, the burghers possessed greater -ights,
wealth and status. Those who lived in cities enjoying the Magdeburg Law
were entitled to self-govermnment, while other burghers had more limited
autonomy. Under the dual levelling of the Ukrainian and Russian admin-
istration mumicipal autonomy was seriously curtailed. Living in the
countryside and not understanding the economic value of cities, the
Cossack authorities--with the exception of Hetmanas Samoilovych and

Mazepa--excluded the burghers from any political role in the Hetmanate.
Municipal offices were progressively taken over by the Cossack
administration, and some smaller towns became the property

¥Kholms'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy (Munich: 1949), p. 283.
205, Shafonskii, Chernigovskago, p. 85.
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of the Ukrainian nnhiutr.“

Besides the erosion of their political prerogatives, the burghers
wers threatened economically. Ukrainian cities were small, some
virtually blending into the comtryside. Because the manorial economy was
largely self-sufficient, the needs for specialized burgher services wkre
limited. Many burghers were equally dependent for their livelihood on
the fields and meadows beyond the city as om the production of goods or
trade. Nevertheless, guilds of artisans and a prospercus merchant patri-
clate evolved in most cities. But they were undercut by competi-
tion from non-burghers--nobles, Cossacks, and evem clergy who produced
various products and traded without paying any mmicipal or state taxes.
Better financed Russian and Greek merchants were able to conduct business
more efficiently and on a larger scale than their Ukrainian counterparts.
A poorly developed money economy, heavy taxation, the hostility of civil
authority, and domestic and foreign competition prevented the maturation
of the burghers as a separate estate or social group and resulted in
their gradual decline.

At the base of the social pyramid were the peasants, who, for
the greater part, were liberated from serfdom by the Khmel'nyts'kyi up-
rising. The majority of villages formerly owned by the Polish landlords
or by the Crown now became "free military villages." The peasants were
under the sole authority of the Cossack administration and were taxed

by it.

21y, Diadychenko in Narysy (pp. 281-312) provides a ral de
cription of town life. g i
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Mot all the villages were freed, however. Hetman Bohdan Khmel'-
nyts'kyi issved charters permitting monasteries to extract labor obli-
gations from the peasantry. In the northern part of the Hetmanate,
menbers of the former Polish shliakhta, now serving the Cossack state,
retained their estates with peasants. Also some of the mmicipalities
continued to obtain peasant services. These landlords received charters
from the Cossack administration confirming the peasants' "pormal submis-
sion™ to them.

With the large scale distribution of rank lands, the free villages
became the property, or at least temporary property, of the new landlords,
who alsc obtained charters ordering the peasants' "submission.™ Ar
first, this formula required the peasant to perform on occasion specific
duties for the landlord. Gradually these duties increased and the
peasant found himself in a position analogous to a serf,>>

But the peasant was not yet a serf, He still could move from
ene landlord to another, or to one of the few remaining free villages,

or beyond the Hetmanate into the steppe. In fact, Ukrainian landlords

22For the gradual enserfment of the peasantry see the following
works: A. Lazarevskil, Malorossiiskie pospolitye krest'iane (1648-1783
(Xiev: 1908); V. Miakotin, Ocherki, Vyp. 1-3, and Prikreplenie

st*ianstva Ukrainy v XVII-XVIII vv., a French translation is avail-
able "La fixation des paysans ukrainiens £ la glébe aux XVIFe et XVIII
-2 :i&chs." Le Monde Slave (1932), No. 11-12; V. Barvinskii, Kresti'-
iane v Levoberezhnol Ukraine v XVII-XVIIT vv, (Vol, I of Zapiski Khar'-
a versiteta: 09). outstanding Marxist study i1s Mykola

"s "Narysy z istorii selian na Livoberezhnii Ukraini v XVII-
IVIII vw." Ia istorychno-filolohichnocho viddilu Vseukianskoi [or
Ukrainskoi ] iﬂﬁhf ﬁiﬁ (henceforth ZIFV [VIUAN), Vol. XXvI (1931),
PP. 33-179. ortunately, Tkachenko's account goes only up to the

eighteenth century, but he provides an excellent historiographical essay
on the peasant question, pp. 33-74.
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colonizing empty lands enticed peasants to settle on their new estates
by giving them special exemptions for a specific time period. Juridi-
cally, however, the peasants' right to land and mobility was gradually
curtailed. In 1727, the General Military Chancellery decreed that in
moving to another landlord, the peasant lost all rights to his former
Property and could only take with him his personal belongir:g,s.n Pea-
sant mobility between Sloboda-Ukraine, the Hetmanate, and Russia was
forbidden by a 1738 order of the Russian Cabinet of Ministers.2® After
the Ukrainian General Starshyna expressed concern about the number of
peasant flights, Hetman Fozumovs'kyl issued a special decree in 1760
regulating peasant Hhilitr;.zs The peasant was permitted to take only
his personal property in exchanging landlords: no landlord was permitted
to accept peasants without a writtem receipt from the peasant's former
landlord; and landlords were instructed to issue such receipts on re-.
quest. This regulation made the peasant's mobility difficult, if not
impossible. The landlord simply could refuse to issue a receipt and
the peasant's only real recourse was illegal flight. A century after
liberation, the Ukrainian peasant found himself again legally and econo-
mically dependent on the landloxd.

The clergy stood outside this social pyramid and did not really

form an estate or a closed group, It was legally separated from

23\?. Miakotin, Prikreplenie, p- 18. A general account on limita-
tion of peasant mobility A. Lazarevskii, Malorossiiskie, pp. 75-83.

24y, Miakotin, Prikreplenie, Pp. 46-56.

25The decree was published in KSt., No. 7 (1885), pp. 477-485;
for analysis see V. Miakotin, Prikreplenie, pp. 71-80.
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the rest of the populace by having an autonomous administration and
judiciary. The clergy enjoyed exemption from taxation, military duty,
and various labor obligations. Yet, ss a group, the clergy were quite
heterogenous in social origin, wealth, and political influence.

Frequently connected with the aristocracy, the higher clergy,
especially the Kievan metropolitan, vied with the hetman for power and
prestige. After the subordination of the Kievan metropolitan to the
patriarch of Moscow (1686), the political power and influence of the
higher clergy declined. Yet, as alumni of the venerable Kievan Academy,
the well-educated Ukrainian clergy were able to £ill most of the bishop-
Tics of the Russian Empire. With the subordination of the Orthodox
Church to imperial civilian authority, the Ukrainian higher clergy, on
the whole, became loyal imperial servitors,Z®

Monks--whose ranks were constantly replenished by the starshyna-
nobility, Cossacks, and burghers--were of particular importance in the
economic and cultural life of the Hetmanate. Monasteries owned huge
estates supported by the forced labor of the peasantry. In the middle
of the eighteenth century monasteries possessed 10,000 estates forming
17 per cent of all landholding in the Hetunntﬁ.“ Monks also virtually

monopolized higher culture by controlling institutions of higher learn-

26Documented in K. V. Kharlampovich, Malorossiiskoe vliianie na
velikorusskuiu tserkovnuiu zhizn (Kazan: 1914), Vol. I.

:71. Kholms'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy, p. 285. For an interesting
Specialized study of monastery economy see P. Fedorenke, "Z istorii
manastyrs'koho hospodarstva Petropavlivs'koho monastyria bilia Hlukhova,"
ZIFV [VJUAN, Vol. XI (1927), pp. 102-170.
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ing and the press. -
The regular Orthodox clergy were married, and parishes frequently

passed from father to :un.zs But because priests were selected by the

community and because they enjoyed full rights of private property,
their ranks were constantly supplemented by aristocrats, Cossacks, and

burghers. This flow was in both directions since children of clergymen

entered Ukrainian civilian posts. The most notable example was Hetman

Ivan Samoilovych, who was the son of a priest. In 1757 Hetman Rozumov-

s'kyi designated specific civilian ranks for the sons of clergy. Sons

of protopops--priests who administered a protopopia, a subdivision of a

diocese--were to enter the lowest level of the Znachne viis'kove tovarye
stvo and sons of priests were to become Cn:n:h.zg

In the century following the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising, the clergy
and burghers experienced less change than the rest of Ukrainian society.
The clergy were politically subordinated to imperial authority, but
their composition, wealth, and position in society remained the same.
The burghers declined slightly under political and economic pressure.
Other social groups underwent major transformations. The old shliakhta
disappeared as their remnants had to merge with the new aristocracy.
Most significantly, this new aristocracy accumlated uuu:h ::i:;:

obligations from the peasantry, and later, even assumed the old term for

”ut‘- of the regular or "white" clergy can be gleaned from V.
Parkhomenko, Ocherk istorii Pereiaslavsko-Boris 1'skoi eparkhii (1733-
1785) v sviaz odom malorossiiskoi zhizni togo vremeni

tava: .

29, Okinshevych (Okynshevych), Lektsii 1z istorii ukrains'koho
!l'_-l‘l'_l. Mlﬂl: lg"'n- FP' ﬁ‘ui
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nobility, "shliakhta.” Conversely, the peasantry, having been freed
from serfdom by the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising, was again tied to the
landlord. Occupying an intermediate position, large numbers of Cossacks
were still legally privileged but economically impoverished, and they
were being squeezed into the virtually enserfed peasantry. As "lord
and peasant" was quickly becoming the basic social relationship of
the Hetmanate, the Ukrainian social structure was gradually evolving

in the directlon of Russian society.

5. Ukrainian Institutions

A. Administration

The Ukrainian system of government evolved from the military
organization of the Zaporozhian Army. Khmel'nyts'kyi's victories swept
away the Commonwealth's administration, leaving the Zaporozhian Army
as the sole central civil authority. The primitive institutions of Cos-
sack self-government were now applied outside the Cossack estate as the
organizing principles of the land. Cossack officers were called upon
to command military units, to adjudicate, to collect taxes, to maintain
order, and to enforce various decrees of tsar and hetman. They imitated
those officials with whom they were familiar--the Commonwealth's
starosty--and gradually these Cossack officers ceased to be merely mili-
tary men or notables of the Cossack estate, but became the civil service
of the "land of the Zaporozhian Army."

Created spontaneously over a short period of time, the Cossack

administration lacked precise delineation of authority and function.



s,

The linking of military, judicial and administrative duties mitigated
against the separation of executive, legislative and judicial powers.
While such a separation of powers was not yet the norm, most European
states had already achieved fairly sophisticated governmental specializa-
tion. Since it was a new administration, much of the Hetmanate's
governmental activities were improvised. Various organs of government
assumed authority over certain areas often in cospetition with other
bodies, duplicating services. The lack of a written or a well-estab-
1ished customary constitution made the limits in the distribution of
power vague. Direct Russian interference in Ukrainian institutions and
the internal struggle for power and wealth among Ukrainians prevented
further constitutional delincation and development. Only in the
eighteenth century did the Hetmanate evolve a rudimentary bureaucracy
snd codify its laws. While this failed to resolve most of the problems
of constitutional arrangement, it facilitated more normal governmental
operations, '

By mid-eighteenth century the central institutions of the Hetman-

ate included the hetman, the central staff (heneral'na starshyna),
several councils (rada), and the Cossack colonels (polkovnyky). The
hetman and his staff conducted everyday affairs, while important deci-
sions were reached at councils. At the top of the Ukrainian administra-

tive pyramid was the hetman, >0 Formerly the chief military commander

30The office of hetman is discussed in L. Okinshevych, Lektsii
z istorii ukrains'koho prava (Munich: 1947), pp. 85-92; Vadym A.

Daidychenko, Narysy suspil'no-politychnoho ustroiu Livoberezhnoi Ukrain
kintsia XVII - poc{a:tu XVIIT st. (Kiev: 1953), pp. 126-173. L
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of the Zaporozhian Army, the hetman also became a chief executive and
important legislator. He commanded the ammy, conducted foreign rela-
tions, issued decrees (universaly), appointed of ficials, granted land
for service, and, occasionally, served as a final court of appeals. The
limits of the hetman's authority were not constitutiomally defined and
depended upon the skill, fortune, and daring of the various hetmans.

Some were sble to rule as virtual monarchs, while others were elected
chieftains. In fact, tension between monarchical and republican tenden-
cles in this office remained throughout the existence of the Hetmanate.
Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, Ivan Samoilovych, and Ivan Mazepa viewed them-
selves not only as elected monarchs, but also groomed relatives for suc-
cession. They were moving in the direction of a hersditary monarchy.
Pavlo Teteria (Right-Bank Hetman, 1663-1665), and Petro Doroshenko (1665-
1676), on the other hand, were more representative of the republican
tradition. They ruled, or were forced to rule, with the aid of a

General Council, and they recognized its superiority over the hetman,

All hetmans were elected by a General Council for life, but they could

resign or be removed by this Council. Iurii Khmel'nyts'kyi, Ivan

Vyhovs'kyi, P. Teteria, and P. Doroshenko all either resigned or were
removed by the General Council.

Once the main decision making body of the Zaporozhian Host when

211 the Cossacks, their officers, and, on occasion townsmen and clergy

gathered in a circle in a field to decide important questions, the

General Council (heneral'na rada) declined in importance until by the

eighteenth century it had only the ceremonial function of formally
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electing a h«tt-.m.n During its existence, the General Council had
never established clear procedures as to when it was to be called, who

was to participate, and under what circumstances it could resove a het-

man from office.
A much more flexible central body was the Council of Officers

(rada Hlﬂhrﬂ}‘n It included the hetman, his central staff (heneral'na

starshyna), the polkownyks (colonels) and polk officers (a polk was a
military, territorial, and administrative unit), sotnyks (a sotnia was

a subdivision of a polk), and beginming in 1672, representatives of the
Inachne viis'kove tovarystvo. Up to the eighteenth century mayors of
towns and on cccasion the higher clergy also participated. The Council
of Officers then included all officials and notables, virtually everyone
with a political stake in society. Meeting between Christmas and Epi-
phany and during the Easter holidays, it discussed all important pending
matters, especially foreign affairs, finance, taxation, and judicial
reforms. It also formed a vital link between the central administration
and provincial and local government. But the Council's competence was
vague because it could not initiate legislation or in any way negate

3lThe General Council has been the subject of a special study by
L. Okinshevych (Okynshevych), "Tsentral'ni ustanovy Ukrainy Het'man-
shchyny XVII-XVIII vv. Chastyna 1, Heneral'na Rada.” Pratsi Komisii
dlia uvannia istorii zakhidn'orus'koho ta ukrainskoho prava.
| » Vyp. VI, pp. 253-425, and separately (Kiev: 1920). It
is also described briefly in L. Okinshevych, Lektsii, pp. 92-99.

32This institution is treared in a detailed monograph by L.

Okinshevych (Okynshevych) Tsentral'ni ustanovy Ukrainy-Het'manshch
IVII-XVITI st. Ch. 1I. STtars (Vyp. VII1, Prarsi Komisii ﬁl ia
uvannia istorii :&hIE'n—m'Eﬁﬂ ta ukrains'koho prava (Kiew:
» Hl - -

T
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the will of the hetman; it was only a semi-formal advisory body. Since
the participants of these councils considered themselves to be the elite
of the Hetmanate, these Councils tended to develop--especially in the
reign of Hetman Rozumovs'kyi (1750-1764)--into meetings of the starshyna-
nobility or shliakhta.

The actual management of the central administration was in the

hands of the General Starshyna (heneral'na starshyma), a body that com-

bined elements of a military staff and a cabinet.> Its function and
method of selection varied. Sometimes members of the General Starshyna
were elected either at General or Officer Councils, sometimes they were
appointed by the hetman, and on other occasions, especially in the
eighteenth century, the Russian government selected them from a list of
candidates submitted by the hetman. Although members of the General
Starshyna performed a great variety of duties assigned by the hetman,
there also existed within this body a definite hierarchy and a degree
of specialization. Second in command was the quartermaster-general

(heneral "nyi oboznyi) in charge of artillery, then came other officers:
the general chancellor (heneral'nyi pysar), two chief justices (heneral'ni

soddi), two chief treasurers (heneral'ni pidskarbni) after 1728. A

group of lower officials--two general aides-de-camp (heneral'ni osauly),

33The main works dealing with the General Starshyna and the cen-
tral administrative institutions are L. Okynshevych (Okinshevych),
“Heneral'na starshyna na Livoberezhnii Ukraini XVI-XVII-XVIII st," (Vyp.
I1 of Pratsi Komisii dlia vyuchuvannia istorii zakhidn'o-rus'koho ta
ukrains'koho prava; Kiev: 1926), pp. 84-171; also separately (Kiev:
1926), L. Okinshevych, Lektsii, pp. 109-117; V. A. Diadychenko, Narysy,
pp. 173-194; 0. Putro, "Viada heneral'noi wiis'kovoi starshyny na
Livoberezhnii Ukrainy u druhii polovyni XVIII st.," Arkhivy Ukrainy, Ne.

S (1969), pp. 11-20.




=27 =

& general standard bearer (heneral'nyi bunchuzhnyi), and a general

flag bearer (heneral'nyi khorunzhyi)--had the largely ceremonial posi-

tions of carrying the hetman's standards and insignia. Besides this,
they performed a variety of administrative and judicial tasks assigned
to them by the hetman,

The hetman and the General Starshyna acted through several cen-
tral administrative institutions, most important of which was the General
Military Chancellery. Because of dissatisfaction with the performance
of the hetman's chancellery, Peter I ordered its reorganization.34
Headed by the general chancellor, this bureaucratic body recorded and
promulgated all the decrees of the tsar and hetman, oversaw their execu-
tion, and investigated a1} complaints against officials. Subordinated
to this chancellery was the General Military Court and, on occasion,
the General Military Treasury. Gradually these institutions required
4 greater number of administrators, secretaries, and by the middle of
the eighteenth Céntury, a rudimentary Ukrainian bureaucracy emerged.

Provincial and local government reproduced, on a lesser scale,
the central administration. The polk, the basic provincial unit, re-

ferred to a military regiment and a territorial-administrative

= =

‘"’I‘ho late Petrine and post-Petrine administrative and financial
Teorganization in the Hetmanate is analyzed in Ivan Dzhydzhora, Ukraina

v ii pol i XVIIT viku (Kiev: 1930) and Borys Krupnyts'kyi's
t'man Danylo stel i icho doba (Augsburg: 1948). See also P.
» "Storinka z 1'nosty Heneral'noi Viis'kovoi Kantseliarii

seredyny XViII-stolittia,™ Ukraina, Bk. 1-2 (1927), pp. 130-133,
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wit. 3 The polk was located on and administered over 2 specific ter-
ritory. After the loss of the Right-Bank Ukraine, the Hetmanate was
divided into ten polks, which varied greatly as to the extent of their
territory and population. A polk was led by a polkovnyk (colonel) who
was its military commander, its chief administrator, and also its chief
judge--a miniature hetman. In earlier times, he was elected by the Cos-
sacks of the polk, but later he was appointed by the hetman and still
later by Russian authorities, usually from lists submitted by the hetman.
Only Hetman Rozumovs'kyi was able to again make direct appointments of
polkovnyks without Russian review--for which he was severely reprimanded
by the Empress. Frequently independent of the hetman, a polkovnyk
wielded considerable power and enjoyed substantial land holdings.

By the beginning of the eighteenth century several councils
. 3! which had aided the polkovmnyk had virtually disappeared.
A Cossack Polk Council (polkova rada) reflected the earlier period of

direct democracy when the polk members met to elect their leaders and
to decide common problems. Another type of council--the Polk's Officer
Council (rada polkovoi starshyny)--was limited to the polkovnyk, his
staff, - sotnyks and all the notables of the polk (znachne
viis'kove tovarystve). In the eighteenth century the actual administra-

35The major synthesis dealing with the polk structure is M.
Slabchenko'’s Malorusskii polk v administrativnom otnoshenii (Odessa:
1909); V. Diadychenko's Narysy, pp. 196-248, and L. Okinshevych's Lektsii,
PP- 117-122 give a good general description of pelk administration. A

monumental study of three specific polks was made by A. Lazarevskii in
1888): Vol.

Flﬂﬂﬁ staroi Malorossii, Vol. 1. Polk Starodubskii (Kiev:
+ POl skii (kiev: 1893), and Vol. 3 Polk Prilutskii (Kiev:
1902).
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tion was in the hands of the polkovnyk and the polk starshyma. The

latter included a quartermaster (polkovnyi obozmyi)--second in command;

& judge (polkovnyi suddia), a chancellor (polkovnyi pysar) and the

lower ranks of aide-de-camp (polkovnyi osaul) and flag bearer (polkowmyi

khorunzhyi). Theso officlals held pericdical meetings with the polkov-
nyk and decided on administrative and judicial matters, investigated
landholding disputes, collected taxes, and conducted censuses. With the
formation of polk chancelleries in the eighteenth century, the whole
polk administration became part of a permanent bureaucratic apparatus.
At the bottom of the Hetmanate's territorial administrative
structure was the sntnit.sﬁ The number of sotni in a polk varied from

eleven to tutntr+thre=.;’

A sotnia was headed by a sotnyk or captain--
who also combined military, administrative, and judicial functions.

His competence was much narrower in scope than the polkovmyk's. With
his staff, the sotnyk made initial investigations, arrests, kept order,
and adjudicated minor disputes. He was aided by an otaman, second in
command, a secretary, and an aide-de-camp. Initially sotnyks were

elected at sotnia councils, but these gradually disappeared and sotnyks

3€The best general description of the sotnia can be found in V.
Diadychenko, Narysy, pp. 249-280. Since the sotnia was the major sub-
division of the polk, all the literature cited for the polk is also
pertinent. The Kiev sotnia has been specifically studied by S. Shamrai,
“Borot'ba kozakiv Kyivs'kei sotni z kyivs'kymy manastyriamy ta mahistra-
tom v XVII-XVIII v." Ukraina, Bk 1-2 (1930), pp. 32-63, and "Do istorii
Kyivs'kol sotni Kyivs'koho polku," Istorychno- hechrafichnyi zbirnyk,
Yol. 11 (1928), pp. 134-140.

37A. shafonskii, Chernigovskago, pp. 73-85.
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polkovnyk. By the eighteenth century, regular

were appointed by the
sotnia adminis-

sotnia chancelleries coordinated the activities of the

tration.
Comnected with the Cossack admimistration was &R older, techni-

cally self-governing wnit, the city. There were two types of cities:

those which enjoyed considerable autonomy under Magdeburg Law
Only twelve cities in the Hetmanate

gnd those

under less autonomous lutute;.“
were granted the Magdeburg Law, either by Polish kings, Russian tsars,
or Ukrainian hetmans. With the exception of Poltava, the cities en-

joying the Magdeburg Law were in the more settled, traditionally urban

nﬂh.“ They had highly developed trade and crafts organized into

amE

yarious guilds, and city officials had jurisdiction over zll city inhabi=
tants, including visitors and non-burghers. Such of ficials supervised
eraft and trade guilds, collected taxes, provided police and fire pro-
tection, and adjudicated. Cities mot granted the Magdeburg Law were
generally smaller, less complex, and lacked broad legal autonomy.

38por a general descriptiom of city administration, see Diady-
chenko, Na pp. 281-312, See also D. Bagalei's, "Magdeburskoe pravo
¥ mﬁﬁbmh:hmi Malorossii,” Zhurnal Ministerstva narodnago
veshcheniia, No. 3 (1892), pp- 1-56, and D, Bagalea, "Sud'ba magi-
stratskago s ravleniia v malorossiiskykh gorodakh,™ Sbornik statei v
chest' M. K. Liubavskago (St. Petersburg: 1917), pp. 627-656. 5.
2 torii Livoberezhnykh mist u polovymi XVIII v.™ lstorychno-
hechrafi zbimm Vol. II (1928), pp. 159-168. A scminal article
th the conilict between town and county is P. Klymenko's
UAN,

"Misto i terytoriia ma Ukraini za chasiv Het'manshchyny,”™ ZIFV [V]
Yol. VII-VIIT (1926), pp. 508-357. For studies dealing wit specific

=
cities see D. Klymenko, "Do istorii m. Nizhema,* ZIFV [V]UAN, Vel. XV
{1627), pp. 215-221. g x

394 Burhynskyi,"Z istorii poltavs'koho mahistratu za pershi roky
joho isnuvannia (1752-1767 rr.)," ZIFV_[V]UAN, Vol. XI (1927), pp. 171-
184. H. Shemrai, "Z pryluts'koho ratushnoha zhyttia XVIII v., Istorydwo-
hechrafichnyi zbimmyk, Vol. 11L (1929), pp. 149-157. =
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Cossack officials supervised mumnicipal court proceedings and adminis-

tration. Here the mmicipal government blemnded into the Cossack admin-
istration. Over time even the privileged Magdeburg cities lost some

of their autonomy to the polk and sotnia chancelleries located im cities.
By the middle of the eighteenth century, the degree of municipal self-
rule depended on the extent to which a particular city was able to Te-
sist the pressure of Cossack authority with most of them subordinated

to the Cossack administration.

B. Army

The Cossack authorities also retained their original =military
role. The same officers who administered, judged, and collected taxes,
also led the Hetmanate's Army into battle, and the same governing
structure--from hetman to sotnyk--formed the military chain of command
with the Cossacks filling the Army's rank and file. Cossacks and
their officers were expected to provide themselves with all the equip-
ment necessary for battle--horses, arms, ammmition, food supplies, and
clothing.*® While the system still functioned in the seventeenth cen-
tury, by the eighteenth century it had become cutdated. Modern armies,
including the Russian imperial army after the reforms of Peter I, were
uniformly equipped, supplied, trained, and disciplined. Simultanecusly,
the impoverishment of the Cossacks caused a drastic decline in the mm-
ber of battle-ready soldiers from over 60,000 in Khmel'nyts'kyi's time

40p. M. Apanovych's Zbroini_syly Ukrainy is the best available
description of the Cossack army.
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to 20,000 in 1735,*! to about 10,000 in 1764."° Some Cossack umits

were still a credible fighting force, especially against the Tatars.
But as the Tatar threat declined and Russian forces gradually isolated
Crimea, the Cossacks® historical role as defenders of the steppe fron-
tier was coming to an end. More and more, the Cossack Army was rele-
gated to perform only auxilliary duties, such as the construction of
fortresses, patroclling of borders, scouting missions, and building of
roads and canals. The Ukrainian Cossack Army became less effective as

a fighting force.

C. Judicial System

The Cossack administrative structure also formed the judicial

l]'lt_..“

At the very bottom were separate village courts for Cossacks
and mon-Cossacks. The village elder with several assistants manned

the non-Cossack court while the Cossack otaman with several Cossacks
dealt with Cossack affairs. A combined court decided on cases involy-
ing both Cossacks and non-Cossacks. The mext two judicial levels were
the sotnia and the polk courts. The General Military Court was, at

first, the highest in the Hetmanate, whose decisions could be appealed

41mbid., pp. 21-22.

42uproshenie maloressiiskago shliakhetstva i starsh
Yoest
jetmanom,”™ KSt., No. 6 (1883), pp. 317-345. = g

works on the Ukrainian judicial system are M. Slab-

435t andard
chenko, Sudi tvo ma Ukraini XVII-XVIIT wv, (Kharkiv: 1919), A.
m: : i ynstvo na Li Tel raini v XVII-XVIIT st.
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only to the hetman. In the eighteenth century this court was subordin-

sppealed to the Chancellery. Consequently, a hierarchy of three cen-

tral courts--General Military Court, General Military Chancellery, het-
man--unnecessarily increased the nusber of appellate courts and caused
great delays in reaching judicial decision. The final arbiter was the
hetman whe exercised broad rights of pardon and final appeal.

The owmer of a large estate who maintained a landlord's court or
court of domain for his peasants, shared civil judicial nuthnrit}r.“
m the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising, most of the Polish landlords were
evicted or, at least, lost much of their authority over the peasants.
With the development of a Cossack officer aristocracy and with the in-
creased enserfment of the peasants, the lord's court was reconstituted.
During the eighteenth century, Ukrainian landlords received greater and
greater judicial authority over the inhabitants of their estates dealing
with all civil and minor criminal matters, although the landlord's action
could still be reviewed and reversed by the polk or any central court.

Cities and the Church also maintained courts of domain. Many
mmicipalities owned surrounding estates and villages. The town as a
whole was considered the landlord and the peasants were under the juris-
diction of town officials. The Orthodox Church was the largest landed
proprietor in the Hetmanate. During the Khmel "nyts'kyi uprising, the

“]_mmyi_“ﬂidr dominial'noho sudu na Livoberezhnii Ukraini,”

Pratsi Komisii dlia chuvannia istorii zakhidn'o-rus'koho ta ukrain-
s'koho _prava, Vyp. I; Eiﬁ'ﬂj. Pp. 176-197,
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Church case under the hetman's protection and, comsequently retained
its huge estates and privileges, including peasant labor services.
Various monasteries and diocese had special civilian courts for their
subjects. Major criminal offenders,h however , were usually turned over
to the civilian courts. At times the civilian authorities curbed the
clerical courts, especially whem the Cossack landlords were competing
with the Church for land and peasant services.

The Church also kept a system of ecclesiastical courts. On the
whole the jurisdiction of these courts was limited to clerics, but also
included monastery helpers, church servants, cantors, and others directly
associated with the Church. Proceedings were conducted in accordance
with Orthodox ecclesiastical law. Ecclesiastical courts exerted some
influence on the populace in deciding the legality of marriages and
divorces, and problems of faith and morals.

D. Law

Laws operative in the Hetmanate were based on a variety of sources
including decrees of the Ukrainian and Russian administration, previous
legal codes and common law. The Russian legal sources consisted of
charters (gramoty) and decrees (ukazy) issued by the tsar and occasional
judicial decisions made by the Senate. On the whole these confirmed
already existing Ukrainian norms. A fundamental source for the Hetman-
ate's laws and legal structure was the agreements (statti) reached
between the tsar and hetman. Decrees (universaly) and orders issued
by the hetman and the General Military Chancellery formed the basic
legislation of the Ukrainian administration. Besides these sources of
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legislation, the Hetmanate utilized such older pre-Khmel'nyts'kyi
codes as the Lithuanian Statute of 1588 and the Chelmno variant of the
Magdeburg Law. But the most important and widespread source of law was
customary law. Many aspects of the written codes were inapplicable
after the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising. Consequently, Cossack and other
customary practices served as substitutes. Customary practices and
written codes existed side-by-side and frequently were in conflict with
each other. The overlapping and contradiction of laws and customs made
judicial proceedings lengthy and confusing.

The lack of a umified legal code and the archaic codes written
in Middle Ukrainian, Polish, and Latin made imperative the translation
and codification of Ukrainian laws.*® At first both the Ukrainian and
Russian authorities were interested in such a codification. For the
UVkrainian administration it was necessary to bolster its positiom in its
struggle with the Little Russian College in the 1720's. The Russian
administrators in the Hetmanate also needed a legal code, for they were
not familiar with Ukrainian practices and could not obtain any guides
written in Russian. The first translations were undertaken under Het-
man Skoropads'kyi (1721) but the project proceeded slowly and was
eventually curtailed. Hetman Danylo Apostol decided in 1728 to organize

codification
45The most thorough study of the/ is A. Iakovliv (Jakovliv),

Ukrains'kyi kodeks 1743 roku; 'Prava koto suditsia malorossiiskii
narod’, Wol. CLIX of Zapysk Hau'EoTtﬂ:n ;:nra stva im. Shevchenka; Munich:
W See also M. Vasylenko, "Prava po kotorym suditsia Malorossiiskii

» iak dzherelo derzhavnoho prava Ukrainy XVIII st.," [uvileinvi
hi k VUAN na hanu akad. Hrushevs'koho (Kiev: 1928), Pt. 1, pp.
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& commission of Ukrainian jurists and lawyers which was to translate the

old collections and to compile a mew code. This commission worked inter-

mittently until 1743, when it finished its task. In 1744 Lieutenant

General Bibikov, the Russian administrator of the Hetmanate (at this

time there was no hetman), submitted the collection--Laws by Which the
The

Little Russian People are Judged--to the Senate for approval.

Senate shelved the code for twelve years until it was again taken up
by Hetman Rozumovs'kyi. From 1756 until 1761 the collection was again
reviewed by Ukrainian jurists in order to update it, but this project

was never completed.

Although the Laws by Which the Little Russian People are Judged

was never officially approved by Russian authorities, it was used exten-
sively by the Ukrainian courts in the eighteenth century. The official
reason for Russian disapproval was the code's alleged archaism and

its incomprehensible chancellery language. A more basic reason for
Russian disapproval was probably the fact that the tsarist authorities
were less than eager to sanction officially a whole system of Ukrainian

law, for it would have seriously hindered the introduction of imperial

practices into the Hetmanate.

E. Finance

Besides military, administrative, and judicial functions, the
Ukrainian authorities assumed various fiscal responsibilities. The
Pereiaslav Treaty exempted Cossacks, the nobility, and clergy from
taxation, placing the burden on townsmen and peasants. Taxes were to

have been collected by Muscovite authorities, who, in turn, were to have
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paid the "Zaporozhian Army" of the Hetmanate for its military services.
This duplicated the tax system in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,
except that Polish authorities were replaced by the Muscovites. As the
Ukrainians were unwilling to relinquish so such power to Muscovy, such
& tax system proved to be unfeasible. A Muscovite attempt to comduct
a cosprehensive census and survey and then to collect taxes in 1663 re-
sulted in & general uprising. Moscow settled for a practical accomoda-
tion: it received no Ukrainian revenues while the Cossack Army received
mo pay. As a consequence, the Hetmanate developed an indigemous, vir-
tually spontaneous system of state finance.

Ukrainian officers and officials were rewarded for their services
with land. After the 1648 Revolution, the Cossacks took over all the
former crown lands as well as estates abandoned by the nobility and
Roman Catholic clergy. This provided the Ukrainian administration with
a considerable land fund called rank lands (rangovi maetnosti).?® A1l-

though these lands were to have reverted to the land fund at the death

or dismissal of the holder, many were incorporated illegally into private
family estates. In 1729 Hetman Danylo Apostol attempted to reverse this
trend, but managed to secure only 6,173 estates. The ramk lands con-
tinued to pass into private ownership--during Hetman Rozumovs'kyi's reign
only 2,661 estates m.lmd“ seriously affecting the Ukrainian adminis-
tration's ability to reward its officials and prominent men.

461and distribution, including renk land, is described in detail
by V. A. Miakotin, Ocherki sotsial'moi istorii Ukrainy v XVII-XVILII wv.

(Prague: 1926), Vol. I, Pt. 2, pp. 5-203.
47Miakotin, Ocherki, Vol. 1, Pt. 2, pp. 244-245.
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Although the land fund met the most basic cost of the Ukrainian
government, other financial resources were pecessary inm order to pay
the hetman's percenary troops, to procure arss, mmitions, and supplies,
and to meet general administrative expenses. The Hetmanate's chief
sources of additional revenues were taxes om certain industries--mills
and foundries; a tax on exports and imports, and govermaent monopolies
on spirits, tobacco, and tar.*® while Cossacks, burghers, and nobles
produced monopoly products, they were required to sell them wholesale
te licensed government merchants, who then sold them at s fixed rate to
the populace realizing a profit for the state.?? vVarious other taxes
were employed in support of specific offices and institutions.

The Hetmanate's fiscal system was poorly developed. Certain
taxes were assigned specific purposes: the hetman's office, the hetman's
kitchen, maintenance of mercenary troops, majvtemance of polk and sotmnia
starshyma, support of churches and monasteries. Much of the revenue
went directly to the receiving instirutions or persons, hindering the

480ne of the most meglected areas of study is the Hetmanate's
financial system. The only general description can be found in M, Slab-
chenko, Khoziaistvo Getmanshchiny v XVIT-XVIII st.. Yol. IV (Odessa:
1925) See also Ivan lelichenko, "k istorii finansov v Malorossii i
Slobodskoi Ukraine," XSt., No. 4 (1888), PP. 10-15 in the document sec-

tion. A more specialized study is V. Barvins'skyi® i
induktu ta evektn v Het'manshchyni ™ e gl

Naukovi Zapysky Maukovo-Doslidchoi
% istorii ukrains'koi h:l'tn*gg. VoI, VI (Kharkiv: 19277, pp. 24?"..
= V. 1, "Zametki Po istorii finansovago upravleniia v Get-

mi" Sbornik statei v chest' prof. V. Buzeskula (Kharkiv: 1914),

4%, Tyshchenko, "Hural'ne pravo ta prave shynkuv
aty horilku
Livoberezhnii Ukraini do kintsia XVIII st.. " Pratsi Eomisii dlia v I:-

chuvannia istorii zakhidn'o-rus'koho ta ukrains® prava, Vol. III
» H' A -
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development of a central financial system. The major problem was that
the state treasury was indistinguishable from the hetman's personal
wedlth and from income connected with his office. The position of
general military treasurer which existed st various times in the seven-
teenth Century resembled more a private accountant or steward than a
state minister. Any revenues that came into the central administration
were controlled by the hetman.

A reform of the financial system was attempted by Hetman D.
Apostol in 1727. He planned to renew the position of general treasurer,
to clarify the question of a state treasury, and to streaaline the tax
systen. The reforms were included in the Ukrainian treaty proposition
to the tsar in 1728, but the Russian administration insisted that two
general treasurers be appointed, a Ukrainian and a Russian, >0 The Het-
manate's treasury was separated from the office and person of hetman
and put under the auspices of the two treasurers. They supervised a
whole bureaucratic machine including a Gemeral Treasury Chancellery

(Heneral'na Skarbova Kantseliariia) and an accounting office (General'-
maias Schetnaia Kommissiia). This Fiscal apparatus was responsible
directly to the College of Foreign Affairs, bypassing the hetman. In

manipulating a needed reform, the Russian administration obtained com-
plete supervision and considerable control over the Hetmanate's financial
system.

Viewing the Hetmanate as a possible source of revenue, the

50These reforms are treated by Borys Krupmyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo

ml ta icho doba (Augsburg: 1948), PP. 126-134 and M. Slabchenko,
Tlaistve, Vol. IV, pp. 260-272.
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Russian administration sought to tax its inhabitants directly. Due

to Ukrainian opposition and constant warfare, this goal was not achieved

in the seventeenth century., Peter 1, however, initiated many imperial
taxes which were also applied in the Hetmanate, For a brief period,
the Little Russian College actually took over the Hetmanate's taxes
and directed them into the imperial treasury. This policy was accompan=
{ed with a sharp drop in revenues and was abandoned. The Hetmanate's
finances continued to be kept separately from the Empire's, and little
revenue went directly into the imperial treasury. But by stationing an
increasing number of Russian troops in the Hetmanate--the burden of
support of which was placed on the Ukrainian populace--the Russian
suthorities were able to gain a substantial indirect fiscal contributiom.
In order to determine better the fiscal possibilities of the Hetmanate,
the Russian suwthorities undertook a comprehensive census im 1730-31.
Yet, the imperial administration greatly overestimated the revenue
realizable in the Hetmanate. From 1729 until 1740, the Ukrainian ad-
ministration was not able once to meet the tax goals mecessary to sup-
port all the Russian troops and officials in the Hetmanate and more
than 256,000 rubles in arrears were finally cancelled by Elizabeth.5!
The subordination of the General Treasury to the College of

Foreign Affairs caused a continued struggle between the College and the

Slthe financial support of the Russian army and officials in
the Hetmanate is described by Prokip Nechyporenko in "Pro 'portsii' ta
‘ratsii' na Het'manshchyni 1725-1750 rr.," ZIFV [V]UAN, Vol. XX (1928),
PP- 175-198 and in "Do kharakterystyky podatkovoi polityky uriadu

Elisavety," Eﬂ’;} Ukrains'koho naukovoho tovarystva v Kyivi. Vol
VI (1927), pp. 44-47. The figure on arrcars is given on p. 47.
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hetman over the control of Ukrainian finances. The General Treasury

Chancellery was not entirely independent of the hetman. Ordinary ex-

penses were met routinely but extraordinary ones were decided by the
hetman and the Ukrainian administration. The hetman ordered the issu-
ance of money for various tasks and the treasury either complied or

waited for a decision from the College. This struggle reached its most
bitter level during Hetman Rozumovs'kyl's ruii:n.f‘i'2 Receiving 50,000
tubles in compensation for revenue lost due to the cancellation of the
tariff border between the Hetmanate and Russia, Hetman Rozumovs'kyi
categorically refused to give the College of Foreign Affairs any account-

ing as to the sum's disposition,
F. The Church

By the time of the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising, the Orthodox Church
in Poland-Lithuania had made a dramatic recovery from its decline of the
sixteenth century. Due to pressures from the Ukrainian nobility and the
Cossacks, the Orthodox Church was again granted legal recognition by the
Polish-Lithuanian government. Many of the important dioceses were won
back from the Uniates, while the Orthodox lay brotherhoods continued to
promote education and publishing. With Khnel'nyts 'kyi's victories,
the Church grew in stature and position. The Cossack administration
handed over the Uniate and Roman Catholic church PToperty they occupied

S2pn account of this confli
nttmhefmmdin\'.ﬂ. Roman »
"Do istorii biudzhetovoho prava Hnt'mshchmy z2a Kyryla h:mvﬂzogi:'

Iubileinyi zbirnyk na
Tﬁr—&]—m—l——,%ﬂ, 527) . o5, ?9_‘;""_‘ akademika Dmytra Ivanovycha Bahaliia yei.
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to the Orthodox clergy, and in areas under Cossack control the Ortho-
dox Church became the state ﬁuﬂm.u

The symbol of the unity of the Orthodex Church in the Ukraine
and Belorussia was its head, the metropolitan of "Kiev, Halych and all
Rus'™ who, in tum was under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the
Patriarch of Constantinople. After the restoration of the Orthodox
hierarchy (1620) several outstanding metropolitans revived the prestige
of the office. Perhaps the most eminent among them was Metropolitan
Petro Mohyla (1632. 1647), who regained considerable property from the
Uniate Church, founded the Kievan Academy, authored scores of sermoms,
and commissioned the compilation and publication of the first Orthodox
uuthhl.“ His successor, Sylvester Kosiv (1647-57) continued Mohyla's
programs while becoming an important pelitical figure during the turbu.
lent Khmel’nyts'kyi era.

As the political situatiom deteriorated and the Ukraine was
partitioned among several powers, the Kievan metropolitan had great
difficulty in maintaining the unity of the Orthodox Church. EKosiv's
successor, Dionysii Balaban (1657-63), a supporter of Hetman Vyhovs'kyi's
break with Muscovy, was unable to assert his authority on the Left-Bank
or even in the city of Kiev--both of which were controlled by Muscovy.

The succeeding metropolitan, losyf Tukals'kyi (1666-75), who supported

53The period is summarized in I. Vlasovs'kyi, Marys istorii
E}m'hﬂ pravoslavmoi tserkvy (4 vols.; New York: ~1955-65), vol. II,
H’i -

4For a definitive work on the Mohyla and Khmel'nyts'kyi period
see 5. Golubev's Kievskii mitropolit Petr Mogila i ego spodvizhniki (2
vols.; Kiev: 1883-Ga),
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Hetman Doroshenko, exercised jurisdiction over an even more I[imited
territory. Meanwhile, the Muscovite authorities appointed various
"administrators" for the Kiev eparchy on the Left-Bank, but lacked the
canonical authority to replace the duly-elected metropolitam of ﬂinv.ss

It became imperative for Muscovy to gain control over the Kievan
metropolitan and the Orthodox Church in the Ukraine and Belorussia. The
Kievan metropolitans had not only proven to be political unreliable,
for instance metropolitan Kosiv opposed the Treaty of Furtiu]“,“ but
the Church in the Ukraine, exposed to Western theclogical thinking and
1iturgical practices, came to be viewed as semi-heretical in Muscovite
ecclesiastical circles. Most of the ecclesiastical works from the
Ukraine, including the famous Mohyla catechism, were banned in Iiu:nrjf.“
Therefore, from the time of the Pereiaslav treaty, the Muscovite suthori-
ties had tried to subordinate the Kievan metropolitam to the Moscow
patriarch. Their initial efforts were firmly rebuffed by Metropolitan
Koslv. Attempts to influence the 1657 and 1665 elections of the metro-

politan misfired. Only in 1684, under relentless pressure from Muscovite

55For a concise description of the Church during “the Ruin" see
1. Vlasovs'kyi, Narys, Vol. II, pp. 295-343.

S6por the views of Metropolitan Kosiv see Metropolitan Makarii,
Istorila russkoi tserkvi (12 vols.; St. Petersburg: 1889-1903), Vel.
XII, pp. 55-90 and K. Wharlampovich, Malorcssiiskoe vliianie, p. 228;
his opposition to the Pereiaslav Treaty is dealt with by I. Krypiakevych,

Bohdan Khoel'nyts'kyi, p. 463,

57The banning in Moscow of liturgical books from the Ukraine is
dealt with by K. Kharlampovich, Malorossiiskee vliianie, pp. 108-115.
Metropolitan Makarii motes what a sensation the Mohyla catechism

created in Muscovy, see Istoriia, Vol. XI, pp. 608-609.




-44-
envoys and Metman Samoilovych, did a Church synod in Eiev elect a pro-
Muscovite candidate, Prince Gedeon Sviatopolk-Chertvertyns'kyi, a des-
cendent of the Rurik dynasty. Despite this electoral victory, the
pro-Muscovite party at the Synod still faced stromg opposition agaiast
any changes in the subordination of the Kievan l-:trupuliun.sg They
capitulated only after the tsar issued a special charter affirming the
following as the privileges of the Kievan metropolitan: maintenance of
an independent court system, not subject to review by the Patriarch;
free election of the metropolitan (the Patriarch's role was limited to
the bestowal of his blessing): continued jurisdiction over all eparchies,
bishops, hepumens and monasteries; maintenance of an independent educa-
tional system and press; the preservation of local ecclesiastical
practices; the confirmation of all wealth and property held by the
Orthodox hierarchy; the superiority of the Kievan metropolitan to all
others under the jurisdiction of the Patriarch; and the requiresent
that the metropolitan consult with the hetman in dealing with eparchies
in Poland-Lithuania,

In order to obtain Orthodox canonical recognition, the transfer
of jurisdiction still required approval by the Patriarch of Constantin-
ople. Through diplomstic pressures and bribery, the Muscovites secured
the cooperation of the Porte, who in 1686 forced the Patriarch of Come
stantinople to accede to the transfer. Even before the completion of

58The subordination of the Kievan met
: ropolitan to the Mos
patriarch has been exhaustively treated by 5. A. Ternowskii, Iu:;wmin
o nenii Kievskoi met 1ii Moskovskomu patri (Kiev:
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the transfer (1685), Chertvertyns'kyi was forced by the Muscovite Patri-
arch to limit his title to metropelitan of "Kiev, Halych and all of
Little Hu:.:il."“ b . |

At the time of the subordination, the Kievan metropolitan had six
eparchies under his jurisdiction: two in the Hetmanate (Kiev and
Chernihiv) and four in Poland-Lithuania (L'viv, Lutsk, Peremyshl,
Mohyliv-Mstyslav). By the 1720s the Kiev metropolitan had lost all the
dioceceses except his own Kiev eparchy. First to bolt was the bishop
of Chernihiv, Lazar Baranovych, who in 1688 successfully petitioned
the tsar for exclusion from the jurisdiction of the Kievan metropolitan
and for direct subordination to the Moscow patriarch. In the early
eighteenth century, the L'viv, Luts'k and Peremyshl sees became Uniate.
The Mohyliv-Mstyslav diocese in Belorussia remained Orthodox but fell
under the direct jurisdiction of the Moscow Patriarch. The Kiev metro-
politan was also unsuccessful in obtaining control over the newly-
established Pereiaslav eparchy (1700) within the Hetmanate. While the
metropolitan continued to use the title of "Kiev, Halych, and all of
Little Russia,” his jurisdiction was in fact limited to the Kiev eparchy
and the remaining Orthodox parishes on the Iil'.il‘.ht-hnk.m

Although a separate Ukrainian-Belorussian Church ceased to exist
by the 1720's, it was still remembered by the Kievan metropolitans.

Despite their being were appointees of the Synod (since 1721) rather

S9K. Xharlampovich, Malorossiiskoe, p. 228,

50mhe period from 1686 until the 1780's is discus
Vlasovs'kyi, Narys, Vol. I1I, pp. 5-30. e
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than the elected representatives from the clergy, such Kievan metropoli-
tans a5 Timofii Shcherbats'kyi (1747-57) and Arsenii Mohylians'kyl
(1757-1770) continued to demand the restoration of the metropolitan's

former pﬂrﬁ;ltlws,“ The Church in the Hetmanate, moreover, continued

to retain its local peculiarities in language and liturgical practices,
as well as a whole complex of personal, property, and customary rights
decply ingrained in the Ukrainian legal and social structures.
.. e

During the eighteenth century, the Hetmanate was able to maintain
s separate military, administrative, judicial and financial system and,
for a brief period, a separate Church. But these forms of self-govern-
ment were being continuously threatened and eroded. First, under pres-
sures from foreign powers and internal disunity, the Church disintegrated
and its remaining Orthodox eparchies became directly subordinate to the
Moscow patriarch. Gradually, the Cossack Army declined im numbers and
became cbsolete as a fighting force. A struggle for power by various
Ukrainian offices and the continual levelling of Ukrainian institutions
by Russian authorities mitigated against the Hetmanate's acquiring
clearly-defined constitutional norms. Administration was largely impro-
vised and, in the eighteenth century, bureaucratized. Despite its
patriotism to the Hetmanate, this new Ukrainian bureaucracy became
strongly influenced by Russian administrative procedures. By the middle

611, viasovs'kyi, Na Vol. II1, pp. 29-37. The efforts of
Metropolitan Arsenii I-h\rﬂ%:tri to restore the rights of the "Little

Russian™ Church will be discussed in the third chapter.
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of the eighteenth Century, even the language of administration changed

from chancellery Ukrainian to Russian. Only the judicial system was

able to withstand Russian penetration more successfully, probably due

to the codification of its laws. Yet, this code was never approved by

Russisn authorities and the legal system remained in need of refirm.
The conflicting layers of courts, especially the numerous appellate

courts, and the continued association of administration with jurispru-

dence caused prolonged delays in reaching final verdicts. Concurrently,

the Ukrainian fiscal system underwent a basic transformation, from

one meeting the Hetmanare's immediate financial requirements to a systenm

sorving imperial needs in the Hetmanate. Thus, the institutions of
Ukrainian self-government became intertwined in many, sometimes subtle
ways with the Russian imperial administration,

4. Ukrainian Political Concepts and Historical Literature

The Khmel'nyts'kyi Revolution brought together two traditions
and political orientations which, subsequently, competed for primacy
until the early eighteenth century. The first was the concept of the
Zaporozhian Army which was in service of a monarch, who would in retumn
Buarantee Cossack corporate rights, self-government, and provide regular
Pay. In addition, the Army would assume the role of protector of
Eastern Orthodoxy. That this view dominated the early stages of the
Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising is evidenced by the short-lived peace agree-
ment with Poland at Zboriv (1649). It later played an important role
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in the Pereiaslav agreement with m::nw.ﬂ according to which the

tsar was acknowledged as a sovereign, and guarantor of Cossack rights
and the privileges of other estates. He was to collect taxes in the
Ukraine and pay the Zaporozhian Army. That Cossackdom viewed itself as
s subsystem within a monarchy is revealed in its wvery title. Both the
Amy and the territory it held were called the laporozhian Army.
Significantly, however, this title had a prefix which changed according
to political circumstances, from His Majesty the King's to His Majesty
the Tsar's Zaporozhian Arlr.ﬁ.‘! i

When, on the one hand, a considerable nusber of nobles joined
the Zaporozhian Army, and on the other the Orthodox higher clergy began
to play a role in Cossack affairs, another conflicting tradition and
political orientation developed. These non-Cossacks sought imspiration
in the pre-Cossack past, in the period of Kievan Rus'. The higher
Orthodox clergy and nobility held that the Kievan state was voluntarily
incorporated into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and, as a result of the
Lublin Union, was voluntarily included into the Polish crownlands. The

62For the Zboriv Treaty see M. Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, Vol. VIII,
Pt. III, pp. 193-288. Analysis of texts, pp. 203-219. The varied
interpretations of the Pereiaslav Treaty have been already mentioned,
the points discussed here are mot in dispute,

63This change in title use is encountered in documentation and
seals issued by the Zaporozhian Army. For a random example see Akty
Rossii, Vol. ¥V (St. Petersburg: 1853), p. 108, where document
. uses tsar in the title and p. 109, where document No. 63 uses the
king in the title. When Hetman Petro Doroshenko recognized the Ottoman
Porte, the title remained without any prefix but just "Zaporozhian Army,"
-l{;: Akty otnosiashchiesia k istorii Tuzhnoi i Zapadnei Rossii, Vol. 1IX
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Union sllowed the retention in Rus' (Central and Eastemn Ukraine) of
the Ruthenian chancellery language and the Lithuanian Statute. Thus,
they felt that Rus' remained an entity apart from the other crownlands 64
The Orthodox-Catholic religious polemics served to heighten further the
area's self-consciousness and revitalized the Ukrainian Orthodox elite's
interest in its pre-Commonwealth heritage. For example, in conjunction
with the visit of the Jerusalem Patriarch Theophanes, who ordained the
new Orthodox hierarchy in 1620, Prince Sviatopolk-Chertvertyns'kyi com-
missioned a copy of the Hypation chronicle, the major histerical source
for the Kievan period.®® The Orthodox higher clergy and nobility, how-
ever, never demanded a "restoration™ of Kievan Rus' since there existed
in the seventeenth century no legitimate dynasty. By the time of
Khmel'nyts'kyi, they had concluded that the best solution to the poli-

tical and religious crisis was a triune structure: Poland, Lithuania

and Rus'; which would maintain both allegiance to the Polish crown and

$41he instructions to the Sejm delepates from the local diets
of the VYolynia and East Ukrainian palatinates emphasized their peculiar
rights and communal interests vis-a-vis other crownlands. These in-

ltmtigns were published in ATkhiv lugo-Zapadnoi Rossii, Pt. TI, Vol.
1 (1861).

65For a discussion of the Hypatian Chronicle, see Omel jan
Pritsak, "The 'External History' of the Texts of the Hypatian Chronicle,"
Minutes of the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies Held at Harvard Universit

During the Academic Year 1072-1973, No. 3 (Cambridge, Mass.: 1973), PP-
Izﬁ. In order to counter Roman Catholic attacks, Sylvestr Kosiv,
later metropolitan of Kiev, published a Polish translation of the lives

of the ﬂr:.'l:oclu: saints, Paterikon (Kiev: 1635), which emphasized Kievan
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recognize political and religious distinctiveness.

Mhile from the very outbreak of the Khmel'nyts'kyi Revolt various
commentators mentioned that Khmel'nyts'kyi wished to create a Rus’
Principality, the first attempt to fuse the two ideologies occurred in
1649 when Khmel'nyts'kyi entered Kiev. The metropolitan, clergy, and
students of the Kievan Academy greeted him as "Moses, a Saviour of his
people from Polish bﬂndltl."ﬁ? During negotiations with the Common-
wealth, Xhmel'nyts'kyi is reported to have said that, though he was
born a humble person, "God has raised me up to be the Rus’ nutnrr.'r:t.““
This title was often used to describe Volodymyr the Great and thus
linked the Cossack chieftan with the most outstanding ruler of the
Kievan state,

The first practical application of the later Rus' Principality
concept occurred during Khmel'nyts'kyi's npgotiations with the Swedes,
and can be soen in the subsequent Ukrainian-Swedish alliance of 1657.%7
The Ukrainian negotiators demanded the revival of & Rus' principality
encompassing those areas of Poland in which the Ukrainian language and
Orthodox faith were dominant,

H"Dy:rrus: podrozy do PereasJawia i traktowania tamtejszego 2

Chmielnickim Panow Komissarzow Polskich, przez Wojciecha Miakowski

h&mugﬂ Lwowskicgo Komissarza, - spisany," Jakuba Hlnh:luusk::ﬁ

Ksigga Pamigtnicza (Cracow: 1864), pp. 374-375. ’
671bid., pp. 374-375,

681bid., p. 375.
6%. Lypyns'kyi, Ukraina na relomi, pp. 48-49; 270-273, fn.

13a; Arkhiv 1 o-Zapadnoi Rossii, Pt. III Vol
H . s - VI (13893 2 . 1
195 ﬂrm—'f%ﬁ?—nm;-m, Mxaeite: v 13 Y %

» I » an # -
PP. 392-397; Vol. X, pp. 64-69. SR
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The fruition of their efforts was achieved in the negotiations
with Poland, prior to the Hadiach Union [1553].?0 Again the Ukrainian
side proposed that areas of Ukrainian speech and Orthodox faith in Poland
be united into a Great Principality of Rus'. They demanded that the
Principality join the Commonwealth on an equal basis with Poland and
Lithuania. It should have its own administrative and judicial system
(conducted in chancellery Ruthenian), finances, currency, and army
(30,000 Cossacks and 10,000 mercenaries). The three equal partners
would have a common king and Diet. Each year 100 Cossacks from each
regiment were to be recommended for enncblement. The negotiators asked
that the Church Union be abolished, and Roman Catholicism and Orthodoxy
both be recognized in Rus'. An unlimited number of Primary and secondary
schools, and full freedoam of press, even in religious matters (as long
as the king's name would not be abused) was assured.

A comparison of Hadiach with Previous treaties reveals a radical
difference between the two orientations. Unlike the previous treaties,
Hadiach called for the re-establishment of Separate, legitimate

pelitical entity--Rus’--which would be an equal pPart of a tripartite

Commonwealth. While the Zaporozhian Army Concept was vague as to in-

ternal organization, the Hadiach treaty clearly defined the administra-

tive and judicial systems and social structure of the future Rus!

l'rincipal ity. Finally,
Rus®

the Hadiach Unien see M, Hm;hws'kri. Istoriia,
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Cossack population. Their unity was based on political, historics

linguistic, and religious considerations, while the Zaporozhian Army
proponents shared a corporate and religious unity.

Internal disruption and foreign intervention prevented the reali-
sation of the Rus' Principality concept. The presumed cooperation among
the nobility, Cossacks, and clergy failed. Instead, increased hostility
between the starshyna-nobility and the Cossacks, and the insubordinatiom
of the Zaporozhian Army led to the continuous ¢ivil war known as "the
Ruin® (1663-1674).

"The Ruin" forced the Ukrainians to abandon the idea of a Rus'
Principality. The main bearers of the Rus' tradition, the Orthodox
nobles, were slaughtered by the peasants and rank-and-file Cossacks.

A part of the Orthodox clergy in search of stability and protection
reacted by associating the Rus' tradition with the most powerful Ortho-
dox ruler, the Muscovite tsar. As early as 1674, the Symopsis, a his-
tory of the Ukraine, espoused the theory of the "transfer of princely
seats”: Kiev to Vladimir-on-the-Kliazma to I‘hsm.“ It was written
by Inokentii Gizel, archmandrite of the Caves monastery. He sought to
find convincing justification for the Orthodox tsar's military inter-
vention to achieve a victory for Orthodoxy over Roman Catholicism and
the Union, and to end the chaos in the Ukraine. Whatever Gizel's moti-

vation, the theory advanced in the Synopsis made the Orthodox Muscovite
tsar the only legitimate dynastic successor to Kievan Rus' and deprived

—

71For a recent study of the mnﬂ-is see "Sino
cheskoe proizvedenie " Trudy Otdela drevn
[19‘5#]. FP‘- EH-EEE.

is kak istori-
erusskoi literatury, Vol. xv
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the Cossack Army of any state-orituied ideology. Parts of the Zaporo-

ghian Army served several warring protectors and Cossack units fought

each other,
Despite these developments, the concept of a Rus' principality
within the Commonwealth system still lingered; it was revived at the

beginning of the eighteenth century by the new Cossack aristocracy. A

group of Cossack officers, having studied the Treaty of Hadilﬂh.ﬂ
engaged in secret talks with Lithuanian ng‘n:tes.?s Both sides agreed
that the Ukraine should become an equal part in a tripartrite Common-
wealth. This orientation appealed to a section of the starshyma-nobility
since it assured the political and social dominance of this group and
automatically solved the most burdensome problem of the Hetmanate--the
loss of the Right Bank.

Ultimately, Mazepa's defeat marked the demise of the Rus' prin-
cipality concept. Since many Zaporuzhian Cossacks had joined Mazepa
and emigrated with him, a strong representation for the Zaporozhian
Army concept was assured in emigration. This was reflected in the
 Constitution of the €nigré hetman, Pylyp Orlyk.’' In the Hetmanate, in

the wake of Mazepa's "betrayal" political speculation was both dangerous

==

72Letter of the dmigrd Hetman Pylyp Orlyk to Metropolitan Stefan
lavors'kyi in Osnova, No. 11 [1862), pp. 1-29; ChMOID, Vol. I (1859),
p. 102; and H.m'kyi, “Vyhovs'kyl i Mazepa," Literaturno-naukovyi

Visuyk, 1909.

730, Ohloblyn (Ohloblin), "Do istorii ukrains'koi
. . politychnoi
dunky na pochatku XVIII viku," ZFV [V]JUAN, Vol. XIX (1929), pp. 231-241.
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and unrealistic. Moreover, the anathemization of Mazepa by the Orthodox
Church marked the final break between the Ukrainian clerical intelligen-
tsia and Cossack Ukraine. By then a separate Church in the Ukraine had
ceased to exist and the clergy was in service to Russian Orthodoxy. A
steady stream of educated clergy such as Teofan Prokopovych, Stefan
Tavors'kyi and St. Dmytro Tuptalo-Rostovs'kyi left the Hetmanate and
took the lead in spreading education and Western learning in I-MSI:uW-?E

Responding to the sbandonment of Cossack Ukraine by the clerical
intellectuals, a new group of Cossack intellectuals, the chancellerists,
produced a number of works glorifying Cossack Ukraine,’® These chan-
cellerists derived from the Cossack administration and satisfied the
starshyna-nobility's need for recorded accounts of the Polish-Cossack
wars of the seventeenth Century and, in particular, of the heroic
revolution of Hetman Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi. Stefan Savyts'kyi, a
chancellerist in the Lubny pelk, explained his reasons for writing
Povesti o kozatskoi voine s Poliakami (1718) in the following manner:

he had heard oral accounts of the Fhmel'nyts'kyi uprising but they
Were mot very satisfying and he had read Samui 1 Twardowski's Wojna

B

T5The best summation of this "brain drain™ is still K. Kharlam-
povich, Malorossiiskoe Vliianie.
—'———-—.-______l_

ul'ar an analysis of the change in intellectual elites see M.
Grushevskii, :ﬂh u:rlins::i istoriografii XVIII veka. Neskol 'ko
ii," Bulletin 1'Academie des Sciences de 1'URSS. Classe
des Sciences Sociales, 1934, pp. 215-233 in English, Myxajlo
Eﬁ;‘iikﬂ, ""Some Reflections on Ukrainian Historiography of the
XVIII Century," The Eyewitness Chronicle (Vol. VII, Pt 1, Harvard
Series in Ukrainian Studies; Munich: 1972), PP. 9-16,
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domowa (1681) which described the events from the Polish point of view,
Savyts'kyi expressed surprise and disappointment that none of his
countrymen, "particularly from the spiritual ranks who since the time
of emancipation from Poland lacked neither people capable of the task

nor the necessary typographical means," had not written a work about

77

the more immediate past, A host of chronicles and histories, includ-

ing such famous works as that by Hryhorii Mrabianka (1710) and Samuil

Velychko (1720), attempted to fill this gap and, in fact, created a
Cossack historical mythology.’®

Fhile the Cossack chronicles and historical works served to

heighten a separate historical consciousness, they did not contribute

77y, Hruga?s'kri (Hrushevs'kyi), "Some Reflections," p- 12,
784rabianka was published under the title, Deistviia prezel'noi

i ot' nachala poliakov krvavshoi nebuvaloi brani Bogdana Khmelnitskogo...
Roku 1710 (Kiev: 1854); Vylychko under the title, Letopis' sobytii v
lggg:ﬁaggggni Rossii v XVII-m veke. Sostavil Samoil Velichko byvshii
antseliarist kantseliarii Voiska Zaporozhskapo, 1720, Kiev, Vol. I
(1848); Vol. II (1851); vol. n"iTmsEs!:.; Vol. IV (1864). For a brief
description see Ia. I Dzyra, "Samiilo Velychko ta ioho litopys," Isto-
riohrafichni doslidzhennia v Ukrains'kii RSR (Kiev: 1971), Vol. 1V,

» 223-235. In addition to these, there were many histories and chroni-
cles written near the middle of the eighteenth century. The most out-
standing were: "letopisets ili opisanie kratkoe znatneishikh deistv i
sluchaev..." published in Sbornik letopisei, otnosiashchikhsia k istorii
Iuzhnoi i Zapadnoi Rusy (Kiev: 1888), pp. 1-69; another version in

-russkiia letopisi, Vel. I, pp. 51-106; "Kratkoe opisanie Malo-
rossii” first published by V. Ruban in 1777 as part of Kratkaia letopis'
Malyia Rossii 1506 1776 . (St. Petersburg: 1777), and as a sup-
: t to %gg s' Samovidtsa po movo-otkrytym spiskam (Kiev: 1878);

» Simonovskii, Kratkoe opisanie o kozatskom malorossiiskom narode...

(Moscow: 1847), in DR, No. 2 (1847).
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to the development of a political orientation. Since they glorify
Cossack exploits, they can be considered as extensions of the Zaporozh-
isn Army concept. But these panepyrics were necessarily modified, to
conform with mew social and political realities. As early as 1710,
Hrabianka attempted to portray the starshyna-nobility's role in the
emancipation from Polish suppression as decisive and tried to legici-
mize the starshyna's leading role in society. Other chronicles followed
(Velychko, Simonovs'kyi, Ruban) all of shich implicitly asserted that
the impoverished archaic, unsophisticated lower rank Cossacks should
not serve as the sole object of a historical mythology held by the
nobility.

As for political ideology, the Cossack chronicles completely
accepted the status quo. Although Samuil Velychko still lamented the
loss of the Right Bank, the starshyna-nobility accepted this loss as a
political reality and began to identify themselves with the Left-Bank
or the Hetmanate. They not only abandoned all hope of wnifying Cossack
Ukraine with Galicia and Volhynia into a Rus' Principality, but they
lost interest in the former Cossack lands of the Right-Bank. Their only
remaining political goal was to maintain "Little Russia™ or the Het-
manate as an autonomous part of the newly created Russian Empire.

Semen Divovych, a translator in the General Military Chancellery,
best elucidated the “Little Russian" concept in a poem entitled, "A

Dialogue Between Great Russia and Little Russin."?g Written in 1762

—

-

"published by N. Petrov, "Razgovor Velikorossii s Milorossiei

[lituraturnri pamiatnik vtoroi poloviny XVIII veka) ™ kSt., No. 2 (1322),

» 313-365 and "Dopolneniia Razgovora Velikorossii s Malore
ssiei,™ XSt,
No. 7 (1882), p. 137. A slightly abridged version was published in 0. I,

Bilets'kyi, ed., Kh i i i
. lﬁs-:&i. restomatiia dawmoi ukrains'koi literatury (Kiev: 1967},
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for the “honor, glory, and defence of all Little Russia,” the poes
espouses the theory that Little Russis swore allegiance to the tsar and
mot to Great Russia, and that Little Russia and Great Russia are Separ-
ate lands sharing the same monarch. Thus they are equal to each other.
Divovych complained that while Great Russian offices and ranks were
honored, Little Russjan ones were often questioned and scormned. Since
the tsar himself approved the Little Russian ranks when Little Russia
pledged allegiance to him, such injustices should be corrected by treat-
ing the two systems as equals, Divovych, therefore, identified Ukrain-
fan sutonomy with the rights and prerngatives of the starshyna-nobility.

In a long struggle between the concept of a Rus' Principality
and that of the Zaporo:zhian Army neither emerged victorious. The Rus®
Principality concept, which proved impossible to realize, was sbandoned;
the ideal of the Zajorozhian Army in service of a momarch was in-
sppropriate to the complex social and political system which evolved
in the Hetmanate., By the mid-eighteenth century a third theory re-
placed these two: Little Russia, loyal to the all-Russian tsar yet
separate and equal to Great Russia. While such a concept may secem to
echo the Rus' Principality theory, it differs in that the ferrtt-:-rr
considered was limited to the Hetmanate. Despite the theory of equality
of Great and LIttle Russia, it proposed mo fixed constitutional arrange-
ment for a dual or federal state, but rather was dependent upon the
monarch's sense of justice. In fact, the only desire shown by the
starshyna-nobility in the mid-eighteenth century was to gain imperial
recognition of their autonomous institutions and social status. While

this was only a pale reflection of the bold plans once advocated, the
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Ukrainisn elite, nevertheless maintained a strong sense of historical
awareness, active local patriotism, and a distinctive political
philosophy--all of which offered resistance to imperial integratiom

and assimilation.

5. Russian Policies Towards the Hetmanate

The legal relationship between the Cossack Host and the Russian
tsars was first defined by the Treaty of Pereiaslav. There, a general
council of the Zaporozhian Army decided to accept the protecticon of the
Muscovite tsar and pledged allegiance to him. The written agreements
had been worked out earlier. They consisted of two basic parts: the
articles of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi that were the Ukrainian propositions
to the tsar, and the charters issued by the tsar to the Zaporozhian Army,
the nobility, and the towns. Agreed upon after intensive negotiations
in Moscow, the articles of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi contained the follow-
ing main points: retentiom of Cossack rights and privileges, provision
to maintain the Host at 60,000 Cossacks paid by the tsar, free elec-
tions of a hetman, right to conduct independent foreign relations (ex-
cept with Crimean, the Ottoman Empire, and Poland), confirmation of the
rights of the mobility and burghers, direct tsarist administration over
Ukrainian cities, provisions for ths tsar's taxation, and Muscovy's
assurance of military aid in the impending struggle against Poland.>?

80For the best analysis of the treaty see Andrii Takovliv (Jakov-
liv), Dohovir Bohdana Khmel'nyts'koho z moskovs'kym tsarem Ol eksiien




At Pereisslav both sides misunderstood the other's intentions
and institutions. The Ukrainians wanted a binding bilateral treaty

and military alliance in the form of a quasi-protectorate. By this

slliance, the tsar would guarantee security while the Cossack Army main-
tained virtual independence, obtained legitimate recognition of its role
in the Ukraine, and secured an outside source of funds. In essence,

the demands at Pereiaslav duplicated those of the treaty concluded with
the Poles at Zboriv in 1649 and the Cossacks believed that they were
merely Teplacing the Polish king with the Muscovite tsar. But Muscovite
intentions and traditions were quite different. By the mid-seventeenth
century, Muscovy recognized no contractual relationships between the
tsar and his subjects, only unilateral submission. This concept was
apparent when the Muscovite envoy refused to swear oaths on

behalf of the tsar, for it was unthinkable that a subject could demand
an cath from the autocrat, Dusbfounded and enraged, Khmel'nyts'kyi and
his staff walked out in the middle of the submission ceremony, and

returned later only after entréaties and assurances by the Muscovite

ENVoY . 81

From the outset, the Perciaslav Treaty contained asbiguities
and self-contradictions. Political expediency had only temporarily
muted the clash of two antagonistic political systems. The Muscovites
were eager to assert political control over the Ukraine, weaken Poland,

and gain the services of the Zaporozhianm Army, while the Zaporozhian

8lyossoedinenie Ukrainy s Rossiei, dokumenty i materiialy vy 3-
kh tomakh (Moscow: 10 « Vol. 111, p. 464,
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Army needed military support in its protracted struggle against Poland.

Rather than jeopardize an understanding, both sides "did not say what

8z Thus the tsar

they thought and did what they did not wish to do."
considered the articles of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi as a favor bestowed on
the Cossacks while the latter viewed thes as a specific agreement
between the tsar and his new 5ubjt:t:.ll For the time being, the tsar
was quite satisfied to obtain an oath of allegiance from his new sub-
jects and change his title to autocrat of Great and Little Russia. By
doing so, the tsar implicitly recognized Little Russia as a separate
political entity, i.e. a distinct domain or tsardom of which he was

also autocrat. WNithout understanding or considering the legal implica-
tions of this act, the Cossacks were quite willing to exchange theore-
tical pledges for military assistance. In practice, the Cossack state
did function as a virtually independent political unit. For example,
Khmel'nyts'kyi apparently saw no contradiction between his ocath to the
Muscovite tsar and his acceptance of the Swedish king's protection at

a time when Muscovy and Sweden were in conflict. In fact, the Cossack
state was sisultaneously under the protection of Muscovy, Sweden, and
the Ottoman Porte. When it became established, the internal adminis-
tration of the Cossack state permitted no interference from Muscovy,

mot even in instances allowed by the Pereiaslay Treaty, such as the

82y, 0. Kliuchevskii, Kurs russkoi istorii. Pt. TII, in Sochineni-

ia Moscow: 1957), Vel. III, pp. 115-119.

B33, E. Nol'de dealt with this contradiction in Ocherki russkago
fosudarstvennago prava (St. Petersburg: 1911). The part dealing wit
the Ukraine has been translated inte English: "Essays in Russian State
Law," The Annals of UAAS, No. 3 (Winter-Spring, 1955), pp. 873-903,
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Esar’s collection of municipal taxes. Tariffs were levied at clearly
demarcated borders between Muscovy and the new Cossack State, and
Muscovite troops stationed on Ukrainian territory were treated as for-
eign allied fn:r:u.u

The ambiguities of the Pereiaslav Treaty have made it difflcult
to define or assess the juridical relationship which it established
betveen Muscovy and the Hetmanate, and this topic remains a controver-
sisl one, But whatever juridical definition is accepted, it is clear
that the functional link between the Hetmanate and Muscovy was--at least
up to 1709--the fluctuating personal relationship between the hetman
and the tsar. Whenever a new hetman assumed power, the tsar reconfirmed
the so-called articles of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi and approved new arti-
cles submitted by the hetman. Thus, the Pereiaslay agreement was in
effect renegotiated every time a new hetman assumed office--1657, 1659,
1663 and 1665, 1669, 1672 and 1674, 1687.55

In order to secure a firm foothold in the Ukraine, Muscovy first
sought control over the two major centers of power: the offices of the
hetman and the metropolitan of Kiev. Soon after Pereiaslav, the Mus-
covite authorities attempted to curb the hetman's foreign policy initia-
tives. According to the Pereiaslav Treaty, the hetman was permitted to
receive and dispatch foreign asbassadors and to make agreements with
foreign powers. He was required, however, to notify the tsar about the

B4his period is well covered by M. Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia

%gz:&f, Vol. IX (Kiev: 1931), and Ivan Krypiakevych, Bohdan
'nyts'kyi (Kiev: 1954),

85Por a detailed analysis of these agreemenets see A. Takovliv,

Ukrains'ko-moskovs'ki dohovory.
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content of all discussions and agreements and was prohibited from
Regotiating independently with Poland, Crimea, or the Ottoman Porte,
Having failed to control the foreign policy of either Khmel'myts'kyi
ot Hetman Vyhovs'kyi, the Muscovites used the latter's "betrayal” to
falsify the original agreement articles. In 1659, at the election of
Turil n‘.l“l'n]"l'.l'l'-}'i, the Muscovite authorities presented a text
vhich was allegedly an exact duplicate of the 1654 articles. In fact,
this substitute contained many changes and additions, including the
prohibition of any foreign relations by the hetman without the direct
consent of the tsar "0 Subsequently, any Ukrainian diplomacy conducted
independently was equated with treason, although controlled foreign
relations were permitted until 1708.

Muscovy followed a similar policy in dealing with the Kievan
metropolitan, head of the Orthodox Church in the Ukraine and Belorussia,
After exerting extreme pressure on the Ukrainian clergy and conducting
lengthy negotiations with the Patriarch of Constantinople and the

Ottoman Porte, the Muscovite authorities finally succeeded in subordina-

86since no original text of the 1654 agreement has been found,
the forgery charge is difficult to prove. However, = a detailed texrual
study of the pertinent documents by A. Iakovliy convineingly reconstructs
the original agreement and identifies the additions and deletions made
in 1659; see his Dohovir. Moreover, one need not rely solely on Iakov-
liv's study to prove the restrietion of the hetman's original right to
conduct foreign relations: A simple compariscn between the 1654 and
1659 charters issued by the tsar confirms the change. The former per-
Bits foreign relations while the latter prohibits them. See PSZ, No.

119 (March 27, 1654), Vol. 1, pp. 322-327, and No. 262 (October 17,
IH,]l ?ﬁl. 1. PP- "91"“951
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ting the Kievan metropolitan to the Moscow patriarch in 1656.” With
this achievement, Muscovy attained control over the two major centers
of suthority in the Ukraine.

By stationing Muscovite military govermors (voevody) in major
Ukrainian cities, Muscovy sought also to exert its influence over
Ukrainian domestic affairs. The 1654 agreement stipulated that voevoedy
were to be in Kiev and Chernihiv, but ¥hmel'nyts'kyi allowed only the
Kiev one to assume his pust.“ In spite of repeated protestations from
Moscow, meither Kheel'nyts'kyi nor his successor Vyhovs'kyi pemitted
the stationing of more voevody. The 1659 articles, however, provided
for the placement of voevody in five cities. Under Hetman Briukhovet-
s'kyi, the Muscovites were able to obtain the unrestricted stationing
of voevody (1665). A general uprising in 1668 forced the voevody to flee
these towns and then they were again limited to five cities--Kiev,
Perciaslav, Nizhyn, Chernihiv, and Oster. But Moscow's right to maintain
voevody in major Ukrainian cities was henceforth recognized.

The rationale advanced by Moscow for the stationing of voevodys
in the Hetmanate was, at first, as protection against foreign invasionm,
and they were forbidden to interfere in local city affairs. Later, the

voevedy sought to shield the burghers from abuses of the Cossack admin-

istraticn by encouraging the burghers to petition Russian officials

87The subordination of the Kievan metropolitan is discussed in
Section 3,

88The question of Russian voevody in the Hetmanate is discussed
by 1. Rozenfel'd, Priscedinenie Malorossii k Rossii (St. Petersburg:
1915), pp. 100-105, and by A. Lakovliv in Ukrains'ko-moskovs'ki dohovory,

'H‘- 15“”. H- Il-.gi-l-
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directly, Moscovy became the frequent arbiter of Ukrainian internal
disputes. In this manner, Moscow isolated various segments of Ukrainian
soclety and prevented the coalescing of a Ukrainian cemtral authority.

Both the Ukrainians themselves and the Russian administration
took initial steps to integrate the Ukrainian elite into the Russian
social system. Hetman Briukhovets'kyi received the title of boyar and
his proteges became dvoriane. Rewarding those who served Moscow with
offices, titles, and estates later became a fairly successful technique
for promoting an “all-Russian™ feeling and orientation, for some mem-
bers of the starshyna had already shown a keen interest in obtaining
titles, homor, status and wealth from Muscovy. Automatic Russian en-
noblement of Cossack officers was provided for in the 1669 and 1687
article agreements, but these provisions were never i.npluented.“ The
1687 agreement articles, however, went much further, even suggesting
the desirability of intermarriage between Russians and Ukrainians, inter-

mixture of populations, and ultimate uslnilntlm.m

Faced by the increased influence of Muscovy in Ukrainisn mili-
tary, political, and religious institutions, the Hetmanate's authori-
ties resisted complete incorporation. During the reign of Hetman Samoi-
lovych (1672-1686) and especially that of Hetman Mazepa (1686-1709),
the rebirth of a Ukrainian elite, a strong more efficient administration,
& vigorous cultural life, distinctive political thought, independent
economic ties, and renewed interest im reuniting the Right-Bank Ukraine

895, Takovliv, Ukrains'ko-moskovs'ki dohovery, p. 99, p. 124,
901bid., pp. 126-127.
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attested to the possibility of a visble Ukrainian Cossack state, But
this development was cut short by Mazepa's break with Muscovy, his
-_l“llnﬂ with Sweden, and the subsequent defeat at Poltava (1709). The
latter resulted in the final sanctioning of the Treaty of Andrusiv (1666)

and the "Eternal Peace™ (1686). After 1709, Moscow exercised unques-

tioned control over the Left-Bank Ukraine, or the Hetmanate.

After his victory at Poltava, Peter I followed a policy of severe
repressions in the Hetmanate. Yet, although those suspected of support-
ing Mazepa were arrested and deported to Siberia, the Hetmanate's insti-
tutions were, for the time being, left intact. Preoccuplied with the
Northern War, Peter limited himself to only a close supervision of the
Hetmanate's main administrative and judicial puitim.ﬂl A Russian
minister at the hetman's court was instructed to read all the hetman's
correspondence, review his appointments, and supervise the Hetmanate's
financial and judicial systems. For the first time, Russians were
wppointed polkownyks directly by the tsar. Candidates for the highest
of fices--the general staff--were selected by the College of Foreign
Affairs and approved by the monarch. The chancelleries of the hetman,
the general staff, and the general military court were all placed wnder
the review of Russian officials.

This was only the first step in a policy aimed at the complete
sbolition of Ukrainian automomy. Citing England's absorptisn of Scotland,

9 e Petrine era is treated by 1. Rozenfel'd, Prisoedinenie,
118-129 and in detail by 0. Chloblyn, Het'man ta icho doba (New

York: 1960); see also V. Diadychenko, Haizgz 5u55i1'm-ﬂlit:ﬁ: cho
- ustroiu Liveberezhnoi kintsia XIVII - thu XVII st. (Kiev:
~ 1959), and mm,'!hﬁ'ﬁwsf Vol. IT, pp. 136-182, — ——

i
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Wales, and Ireland as an example to be emulated, a 1714 governmental
decree declared the desirability of intermingling the Ukrainian and
Russian peoples and of bringing Russian officials into the Hetmanate.
To set an example, Peter ordered in 1718 that Hetman Skoropads'kyl's
daughter marry a Itu:sian.gl But only after the Nystad peace (1721)
did Peter finally have the opportunity to "take Little Russia in hand."g‘
It was then that he created a Little Russian College, composed of six
Russian officers, whose responsibility was to adjudicate all complaints
concerning abuses in the Ukrainian administration. Simultaneously, the
affairs of the Hetmanate were transferred from the College of Foreign
Affairs to the Senate, symbolizing Peter's desire to troat the Hetman-
ate as an integral part of the Empire. With the death of Hetman
Skoropads'kyi, the Russian authorities forbade the election of a suc-
cessor. In a power struggle between the Little Russian College and the
General Military Chancellery headed by acting hetman Pavlo Polubotok,
the College wrested control of the Hetmanate's fimances and justice.
But St. Petersburg lacked the trained persomnel to administer the area
directly and could not obtain the complete cooperation of the lower
levels of the Ukrainian administration. Revenues fell and chaos reigned
in the court system. Shortly after Peter's death when a war with the
Turks was imminent, the Secret Council decided to abandon Peter's Ukrain-

ian policy. In 1727 Peter Il issued a decree that "there be a hetman

92N, Riasanovsky, A History of Russia (New York: 1063), p. 257.

93s5. Solovev, Vol. VI1I, pp. 593-594.

9mhe works of Count P. Tolstoi, member of the Secret Council
of Catherine as quoted in D. Doroshenko, Narysy, Vol. 11, p. 179,
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and offleers in Little Russia and that they be maintained in accordaace
with the treaty of Hetman Bohdan mml‘nﬂ:'krl.“gs

Frem 1727 to the 1760's, while the local administratiom and
judicial organs of the Hetmanate functioned without interference from

St. Petersburg, the imperial authorities vacillated in dealing with the

Hetmanate's central administration. At times St. Petersburg merely

supervised its central organs; at others, imperial officers were created

which assumed some of their functions. Under Hetman Danylo Apostol

(1728-1734) one Russian was assigned to supervise all Ukrainian affairs,

and three others were appointed the General Military Court %% The het-

man was again denied the avthority to select the Gemeral Military Staff

The latter were to be chosen by the Ukrainian

and the polkowmnyks.
After Hetman Apostol's

starshyna, subject to approval by 5t. Petersburg.
death ([1734), the imperial government once more forbade the electien of
a new hetman, and created another collective body--"Rule of the Hetman's

office™--to administer the Ukraine. That office nominally consisted

of six persons--three Ukrainians and three Russians--but was in fact
presided over and dominated by a Russian general. For over tem years,
this body ruled the Ukraine while acquiring a reputation for caprice

and brutality.®’
The most significant centralizing event during the 1727-1750

period was the Russian takeover of Ukrainian finances. In 1728 the

955 Nol'de, “Essays im Russian State Law," p. 885,

96ror a study of this period see B. Kupnyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo
Apostol i icho doba (Augsburg: 1948).

97p. poroshenko, Vol. II, p. 191.
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Ukrainisn treasury came under the jurisdiction of the College of For-

-lp ”f_‘irl m& was lt.ffrd hr two Chi'ﬂf trt.l.jul‘tl.':l-, gne S mfllﬂ'iﬂ.ﬂ

and the other a Itus:lln.“

The continuous levelling of Ukrainian institutions was halted
for 8 brief period during Elizabeth's reign, when the Hetmanate enjoyed
the golden autumn of its autonomy. Elizabeth's morganatic marraige to
Oleksil Rozumovs'kyi--a Cossack from the Hetmanate--disposed her favor-
sbly to the reestablishment of the hetmancy, While carefully grooming
Oleksii's brother, Kyrylo, for the post of hetman, Elizabeth waited to
announce her decision., In 1750, the then twenty-two year-old Kyryle
Rozumovs'kyi was duly elected hetman at Hlukhiv.“

In contrast to his predecessors, Hetman Kyrylo Rozumovs'kyi
originated from rank-and-file Cossacks and not from am aristocratic
starshyna family. His formative years were spent at the St. Petersburg
court and in Western Europe. He was the first hetman to hold imperial
offices simultaneously with his hetmancy--he served as president of the
Academy of Sciences and was commander of the Izmailovskii Guards.
Rozumovs'kyi was closely related to the imperial family and to the
Russian aristocracy not only through his brother, but also through his
marriage to Ekaterina Ivanowvna Naryshkin. Consequently, the hetman
became embroiled in court intrigues and was frequently absent from the
Hetmanate, leaving the Hetmanate's local administration to his General

98piscussed in section 3.

Yetman Rozumovs'kyi's rule is treated im A. A. Vasil'chikov,
Semeistvo Rorumovskikh (4 vols.; St. Petersburg: 1880-1887), Vol. 1.
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Staff and the starshyna.
The Hetman restituted Ukrainian autonomy at least to the extent

exercised by Hetman Skoropads'kyi in 1709, In addition, he succeeded

in extending the jurisdiction of the Hetmanate to include again the city
of Kiev and the Zaporozhian Sich. In the late 1750's and early 1760's,
Hetman Rozumovs'kyi and the Ukrainian administration also attempted to
reform and revitalize the institutions of the Hetmanate. Standard
arms and uniforms were lssued to Cossack regiments and training programs
were begun. Hlukhiv and Baturyn--Mazepa's old capital--were rencvated.
Baturyn was again designated as the future capital of the Hetmanate,
and a new university in the city was planned. A major judicial reform
of the Hetmanate's judicial system was also being pmplred.lm

Yet, Hetman Rozumovs'kyi alse had great difficulty maintaining
the Hetmanate's autonomy. In 1754 he was personally reprimanded by
the Empress for appointing officers and distributing land without her
W'lﬂl Later, a protracted and bitter struggle over finances
developed. The abolition in 1754 of imperial internal tariffs fnclud-
ing the Hetmanate's) and in 1755 of the border tariff between the Het-

manate and Russia deprived the Hetman of revenue. Rozumovs'kyi's

1005, Vasil'chikov, Semeistvo, Vol. I, pp. 310-318; P, Nechypo-
renko, "Umovy robitnychoi ptratsi na baturyns'kykh ta khlukhivs'kykh
‘matsional'nykh stroeniiakh'," Istorychno-heohrafichnyi zbirnyk, Vol.
1 (1927), pp. 121-134; I. Cherkas'kyi, Sudovi reformy het'mana Gr.

K. H. Rozumovskoho, Iubileinyi zbimmyk na poshanu akademika Dmytra
Ivanovycha Bahalia (2 vols.; Kiev: 1927), Vol. 1, pp. 770-772.

1015, vasil'chikov, Semeistvo, Vol. I, p. 158 and p. 187.
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vigorous protests led the Empress to sllow the Hetman 50,000 rubles a
year in compensation from the imperial treasury. When the College of
Forelgn Affairs, headed by Rozumovs'kyi's enemy, A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin,
demanded an accounting for these funds, the Hetman refused to comply.

This refusal touched off a bitter struggle and resulted in the admin-
192 these

its border

istrative subordination of the Hetmanate to the Senate.
developments weakened the Hetmanate's position radically:

with Russia was eliminated and the territory was placed under the juris-

diction of a body for intermal affairs.
The relationship between the Hetmanate and Russia changed drama-

tically from the time of Khmel'nyts'kyi. The virtually independent
state of 1654 underwent a series of political transformations: by 1722,
s concentrated attack on the Hetmanate's central institutions had re-
duced it to a special, autonomous province destined for eventual
incorporation into the Empire. However, an attempt at the direct take-
over of its administration proved premature and was abandoned. Between
1727 and 1750, the Russian authorities assumed contrcl over the Het-
manate's u;tnl institutions but left the lower administration intact.
Although the Hetmanate still possessed its own army, government,
legal and financial system, it was in a precarious position. The Cos-
sack Army, once viewed as the Hetmanate's major comtributiom to the
Empire, was no longer a viable military force. The Orthedox Church of

—

102g, Romanovs'kyi, "Do istorii biudzhetovoho prava Het'manshchyny
ta Kyryla Rozumovs'koho," Jubileinyi :hlmrt na gshanu akademika Dmytra
Evﬂﬂrﬂ Bahaliia {I‘.lﬂr' 1927), Veol. 1, Pp. 779-785; Rozenfel'd,

soedinenie, pp. 150-155.




=4 1=
Ukraine and Belorussia had disintegrated and its remaining eparchies
had been merged with imperial Orthodoxy. Simultaneously, changes im

the Ukrainian sacial Structure made the Hetmanite similar to the Empire

83 & whole: as in Russia itself, government and society im the Hetman-

ate were based more and more on the bureaucracy of the nobility and
serfdom of the peasantry,

But the complete integration of the Hetmanate with the Empire

was by no means a foregone conclusion. A major impediment was that the

Ukrainian elite still considered itself totally distinct from its

Russian counterparts. Although Ukrainian political ideas had narrowed

conslderably from the Rus® Principality or the larger Cossack state
once envisioned, the Ukrainian elite still viewed the Hetmanate as

separate from Russia, linked only by a common momarch., A proud histori-

esl tradition cultivated by the writers of chronicles constantly reminded
the Ukrainians of their hercic ancestors and their ancient rights and

liberties. The Russian authorities contributed to this feeling of
separateness by refusing to recognize the nobility of the Ukrainian
elite and withholding imperial position and status from them. This
policy strengthened the elite's commitment to autoncmy, for only self-
rule could assure the starshyna their power, wealth and social status.
Under Hetman Rorumovs'kyi, the Ukrainian elite attempted to strengthen
the autonomous position of the Hetmanate and to forestall further imper-
fal integration. By the middle of the eighteenth century, however, the

degree of Ukrainian autonomy depended to a large degree on the caprice

of the monarch and Ukrainian influence at court. Under these conditions,

Hetman Rozumovs'kyi was well-placed to defend the Hetmanate's position
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within the Empire. But linking the destiny of the hetmancy to the fate
d-mm::-hm:ﬂﬂupd.u-utnt. Ukrainian
sutonomy an appanage of court politics.




CHAPTER 11

THE ABOLITION OF THE HETMANCY AND RULE
OF GOVERNOR-GENERAL PETR RUMIANTSEY

1. Hetman Rozumovs'kyi's Position at Catherine's Court.

Few events seemed to bode so well for the continuation and re-
vitalization of the Hetmanate as Catherine's 1762 seizure of power.
During the reign of Elizabeth, Hetman Rozumovs'kyi, maintained a
long-standing personal friendship with Catherine; perhaps, he was even
infatuated with her.] When Catherine feared the total collapse of her
position in the cventuality of Elizabeth's death, she received secret
assurances of support from Rozmovs'kyi.2 Although he was unable
to be of any real assistance to Catherine during the months of Peter
111's reign, he subsequently played am important role in the coup that
placed Catherine on the imperial throne. It was Hetman Rozumovs'kyi

who commanded the Izmail regiment which provided the military basis

IMemoirs of Catherine the Great, translated by Katherine Anthony
(New York: 1927), p. 180; S. M. Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii (15 volumes:
Moscow: 1960-66), Vol. XIII, p. 184; A. A. Vasilchikov, Semeistvo
Razumovskikh (4 volumes; St. Petersburg: 1880-1887), Vol. I, p. 292.

1&1#!"“. Vol. XII, p. 353; V. A. Bil'basov, Istoriia Ekateriny
Vtoroi (Vols. I, II, XII; Berlin: 1900), Vol. I, p. 263.
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for the successful r.uup.s It was the Hetman who remained at Cather-

ine's side during the actual revolt. And it was the Hetman who as

president of the Academy of Sciences utilized its press for the immedi-
ate publication of Catherine's manifesto --a manifesto drafted by the
Hetman's aide, G. N. 'l"r.-pluv.5

Not only personal friendship but also pique, fear, and ambition
prompted the usually cautious Hetman into such a dangerous undertaking.
Like most of Elizabeth's commanders, he was constantly humiliated by
Peter III, who forced him to conduct in public the new Prussiam drills--
an activity for which Rozumovs'kyi showed rather limited lptitudt.ﬁ
Yet, during Peter's short reign, the Hetman's power and position were
undiminished. He remained general-fieldmarshal, commander of the Izmail
regiment, and president of the Academy of Sciences. In the Hetmanate
he was even able to extend his authority by again bringing the city
of Kiev under his jurisdiction and by directly appointing polkovmyks.

All of the Hetman's recommendations regarding promotions, retirements,

3The Izmail regiment played a crucial role by initiating the
revolt and by providing headquarters for Catherine and her advisors.
See Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vel. II, pp. 22-37; Solov'ev, Vol, XIII, pp.
79-102; Vasil' ov, Vol. I, pp. 201-300. Vasil'chikov claimed that
Kyrylo Rozumovs'kyi prepared the coup by removing from the Izmail regi-
ment German officers favorably disposed to Peter III. A check of the
efficer register by Bil'basov revealed that Vasil'chikov was incorrect.

See Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol. 11, pp. 11-12,

4. p. Pekarskii, Istoriia Imperatorskei Akademii nauk v
Peterburge (2 volumes; St. Petersburg: 1870-1873), Vol. II, p. 658;
ov, Vol. I, p. 298; Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol. II, p. 21.

Solov'ev, Vol. XIII, p. 39.
6yasil'chikov, Vol. I, p. 290.



and pensions for Ukrainian officials were routinely approved in St.

hteﬂburg.T But the spectacular rise of another Ukrianian, Andrii

Hudovych, made the Hetman apprehensive. Hudovych, who

served Peter III when he was heir-apparent in Holstein, now became his
lﬂjutlnt-lunnﬂl.! He was sent to Prussia with offers of peace and
alliance. As . Hudovych clearly emerged as the Emperor's favorite,
the court was rife with rumors that Hudovych would replace Rozumovs'kyi
as |1L+I"-'ll-1i-'l'-l-!II Apprehension, combined with visions of an ever greater
imperial role in the event of a successful coup, drew the ambitious
Hetman further and further into the conspiratorial camp.

Having participated on the victorious side of the revolt, K.
Rozumovs'kyl reaped rewards in status, wealth and power. On the day
of the coup, June 28, 1762, Catherine appointed him Senator. ? A few
days later, on July 3, he was named Catherine's adjutant-general. In
that capacity the Hetman took command of all the infantry troops in the

vicinity of the imperial capital, St. Pal:t:rslmr;.u Catherine went out

n. Bantysh-Kamenskii, Istoriia Maloi Rossii (3 volumes, 3rd ed.;
Moscow: 1842), Vol. I11, pp. 189-192; N. Markevich, Istoriia Malorossii

(5 volumes; Moscow: 1842-43), Vol. II, pp. 648-654; A, Rigel *man,

l.u%%imun ﬁﬁ!t‘lﬂ}mj.a o Maloi Rossii (4 parts in 1 volume; Moscow:
¥ - i PP-. l = L]

BA brief biographical sketch of Andrii Hudovych may be found in
0. Ohloblyn's Liudy staroi Ukrainy (Munich: 1959), PP. 7-13.

Hudovych's mission to Prussia is described in Solov'ev, Vol.
XIII, pp. 28-30. For court rumors, see Solov'ev, Vol. XI1I, p. 84 and
Jean Castera, The Life of Catherine Il, Empress of Russia, translated
by William Too ed.; London: 1799), Vol. I, p. 183.

10Senatskii arkhiv (henceforth SA) (June 28, 1762), Vol. XI, p. 194.

Hsa (July 3, 1762), Vol. XI, p. 196,
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of her way to express special econsideration and favor for the Hetman.

On July 25, at a dinner in honor of K. Rorumovs'kyl, the Empress pre-

2 n,
sented him with the Order of 5t. Elii.;l:m:tl‘:.l Prior to her coronatio

k
Catherine stayed at the Hetman's Moscow suburban village of Petrovsk,

and he assisted her during the coronation ceremonies. Catherine

granted him large estates in the Hetmanate, a pension of 5,000 rubles
annually, and permitted him frequent drafts on the state treasury.

More importantly, K. Rozumovs'kyi began participating on the highest
levels in affairs of state. In addition to his Senatorial duties, he

was 8150 a member of a commission dealing with the status of the mobil-
it}'.lﬁ and chairman of a commission for the reorganization of the Russian
military stru:turn." The Hetman was even entrusted by Catherine

with a secret investigation of the Khrushchev and Cur'ev affair--an
alleged plot against the Eq:run.u Clearly, the Hetman was emerging

12vasil*chikov, Vol. I, p. 299.

135010v'ev, Vol. XIII, p. 127.

Mpi1'basov, Istoriia, Vol. 1I, p. 171.

15Catherine divided the people to be rewarded into four cate-
gories, the Hetman, N. I. Panin and Prince M. N. Volkonskii making up
the most important category. See Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol. 1I, p. 93.

Rozumovs'kyi's frequent drafts on the state treasury can be gleaned
from Catherine's notes to A. V. Dlsuf'ev, "Bumagi Imperatritsy Ekater-

iny I1," Sbornik Imperatorskago Russkago istoricheskago obshchestva
(henceforth SIRIO), Vol. '.rrl‘%_la?li. pp. 109, 121, 125, 176. For land
grants to Rozumovs'kyi see SA (August 8, 1762), Veol. XI, PP- 217-220.
16Polnoe sobranie zakonov Rossiiskoi imperii (henceforth PsZ),
No. 11,751 (February 11, 1763), Vol. XVII, p. 157. Workings of the
commission are described in Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol. 11, pp. 242-247.

17vasil'chikov, Vol. I, pp. 301-302.

18mme plot is described in Solov'ev, Vol. XIII, pp- 132-136; Bil'-
basov, Istoriia, Vol. 11, Pp. 189-203; Catherine's appointment of K.
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as one of the leading figures in the Empire.
Courtiers, nevertheless, always risk competition from powerful
Tivals. Soon after the coup, Catherine pardoned and reinstated into
the inner circles of government the Hetman's most inveterate enmemy,
Count A. P. hstu:hﬂ-nimin.w Rozumovs'kyi's position at court was
jeopardized by his repeated claghes with G. G. Orlov, Catherine's
current lm‘tr.zﬂ Gradually there emerged two major court factioas:
one led by Rotumovs'kyi's friend, N. 1. Panin, and the other by his
enemy, A, P. Besturhev-Riumin. Rozumovs'kyi's support for Panin was
reinforced on the one hand by Orlov's alliance with Bestuzhev<Riumin and
on the other by the close relationship between Panin and G. Teplov, the
Hetman's former tutor, cliemt, and ftiand.n
At the height of the factional struggle, the Hetman asked Cather-
22

ine for permission to leave Moscow and return to the Hetmanate. His

Rozumovs'kyi is published in SIRIO, Vol. VII (1871), p. 172.

1915 the 1750's, when A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin presided over the
College of Foreign Affairs, he had a bitter battle with Rozumovs'kyi
over the Hetman's finances. As a consequence of a major scandal in
1758, Bestushev-Riumin was removed from office and banished to a small
estate where he lived until his recall by Catherine in 1762. For a
brief biography see A. Presniakov, "Bestuzhev-Riumin, graf Aleksei

Petrovich," Russkii biograficheskii slovar (St. Petersburg: 18%90),
Yol. IT (Aleksinskii-Bestuzhev-Riumin), pp. 783-787.
20yasil'chikov, Vol. I, pp. 304-305.

21par the best account of court politics see David L. Ransel's

Nikita Panin's Role in Russian Court Politics of the Seventeen Sixties:
sition Thesls (Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-
s Pp. 159-203. Ransel summarizes his the-

tion; .
sis ;n wNikita Panin's Imperial Council Project and the Struggle of
Hierarchy Groups at the Court of Catherine II1," Canadian Slavic Studies,

Vol. IV, No. 3 (1970), pp. 443-463.

22The court was in Moscow from the time of Catherine'scoronation
(September 1762) until June 1763.
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Teasons were twofold: Rozumovs'kyl was greatly annoyed by the presence
a4t court of his two enemies and the Hetman was esager to resume a hum-
ber of reforms in the Hetmanate which had been interrupted by the death
of Elzabeth.?® Catherine readily granted Rozumovs'kyi a two-year
leave of absence from the court beginning with the summer of 1763.%4

Before his departure, however, Hetman Rozumovs'kyi became en-
tangled in another episode in the factional conflict at court. In May
1763 & plan for G. Orlov to marry Catherine was advanced by Orlov and
Bestuzhev-Riumin. Alarmed by this, Panin and Rozumovs'kyi began rally-
ing opposition to the marriage scheme.?® As it turmed out, this was
uanecessary, for Catherine had no intention of marrying Orlov. The anti-
Orlov campaign, however, led to unpleasant consequences. A young offi-
cer, Fedor Khitrov, concocted a plot to prevent the marriage at any
cost, including, if neced be, the assassination of the Orlov brothers,
The plot was uncovered, and although the investigation failed to prove
that either Panin or the Hetman was involved directly, the incident

considerably weakened the Panin faction. By Jume, Panin's influence

at court was at a low ml:tln:'II and Rozumovs'kyi's reputation had been

tamished. In a dispatch to England, the Earl of Buckingham aptly

23yhile in Moscow the Hetmam had been plamning judicial reforms
in the Hetmanate. This will be discussed in the next section.

24nponpseniia grafa sol'msa Fridrikhu 11,7 Report No. 19 (March
17 (28 0.8.], 1764), SIRID, Vol. XXII (1878), pp. 42-44.

25The marriage scheme and the Khitrov plot are best described
in Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol. II, pp. 275-296.

26pansel, Nikita Panin's Role, p. 170.
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described Rozumovs'kyi's position:

I cannot find that the Empress suspects the Hetsan's having

ARy concern in the late tumult, though some of the persons,

who were leaders in it, used to be almost constantly with

him; 1 know, however, that he is extremely dissatisfied at

the distinction paid to the favorite [G. G. Orlov]....27

When Hetman Rozumovs'kyi left Moscow in June of 1763 he had good

reasons to be dissatisfied. His enemies stood high in the Empress’
favor, --* and he himself was no longer above suspiciom.
Onder such circumstances, the Hetman was, for the time being, content to
abandon court politics and to devote himself entirely to the implementa-

tion of much-needed reforms in the Hetmanate.

2. Political Plans and Reforms in the Hetmanate.

During his extended stay in St. Petersburg and Moscow, Hetman
Rozumovs'kyl utilized his imperial position te obtain certain conces-
sions for the Hetmanate, 28 He and his staff, led by two recently pro-
moted members of the Ukrainian Ceneral Chancellery--General Chancellor
Vasyl' Tumans'kyi and General Aide-de-Camp Ivan Skoropads'kyi--were in
constant touch with the other members of the General Chancellery in the
Hetmanate.?> Even in St. Petersburg or Moscow, Rozumovs'kyi was well

27The Earl of Buckingham to the Right Honorable Earl of Halifax.
No. 74 (August 22, 1763; N.5.), SIRIO, Vol. XIL (1873), p. 126.

2"I‘lu Hetman was able t0 win varicus tax and economic conces-
sions for the Ukrainian populace. See PSZ, No. 11,650 (August 21, 1762),
Yol. XVI, pp. 57-58; No. 11,736 (January 20, 1763), Vol. XVI, pp. 137-
138; Mo. 11,695 (January 25, 1762), Vol. XVI, p. 93; No. 11,685 (October
16, 1762), Vol. XVI, p. 82.

297akov Markovich, Dn iski malorossiiskago podskarbiia
lakova Markovicha, edited Ale r Markovi volumes; Moscow:
" - ® P‘ m-
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informed as to the Hetmanate's needs, and he carried out, im absentia,

all the functions of hetman.

While still in Moscow, Hetman Roiumovs'kyl ordered a new census
for the Hetmanate " and showed increased interest in restoring at least
partially the judicial system of seventeenth-century Pocland-Lithuania
which had been in use prior to the Hetmanate's recognition of Muscovite
suthority. As early as 1760, when he enlarged and strengthened the

General Military Court, the Hetman indicated a desire for a thorough

judicial reform. >} Then, on February 17, 1763, Rozumovs'kyi issued a

decree eliminating the judicial functions of the General Military Chan-
collery, thereby reducing the number of appellate courts. >

An opportumity for judicial reocrganizatiom presented itself as

the result of a complex and drawn-out court case of the Pereiaslav-
Mykhailivs'ky Monastery over its property boundaries. After a series

of appeals the case was finally heard by the Senate, which managed only
to obfuscate it even further. But during the proceedings, it was dis-

covered that, according to the Lithuanian Statute, this case should

have been first decided by an estates' boundary court (pidkomors'kyi

30pylyp Klymenko, "Komputy ta revizii XVII stol.,"™ Ukrains'kyi

arkheohrafichnyi zbirnyk, Vol. III (1930), p. 184.

Slgetman Rozumovs'kyi's order was published by M. F. Viadimirskii-
Budanov, "“Akty po upravleniiu Malorossieiu gr. P. A. Rumaintseva za
1767 g.," Chteniia v _Istoricheskom obshchestve Nestora Letopistsa
IONL), Bk. ¥ (1891), Pt. 111, pp. 121-126. In this order,

the Hetman indicated his wish to further reform the COurt system, rein-
Stating the estates' court, property court, and civil courts (p. 122).

321rynarkh Cherkas'kyi, "Sudovi reformy het'mana gr. K. A,

Rozumovs'koho,* ld:ihinEi zbirnyk na poshanu akademyka Dmytra |
Bahalijia (Kiev: 17), Ch. 1, p. % e YEnovychs
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sud). In & letter to the Senate, the Hetman explained that these courts
ceased to exist at the time of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, but recommended

their reinstatement. > After some deliberation, this recommendation was

approved by both the Senate and the Empress.
The uka: which promulgated the reconstituted estates’ boundary

court also stated that the Hetmanate's government was “to be conducted

In sccordance with Little Russian rlghuﬂ'ss This was interpreted by

the Hetman and the Ukrainian elite as an approval for reorganiz-

ing Ukrainian institutions in arder to bring them into conformity

with the Lithuanian Statute. In September 1763, Rozumovs'kyi called a

General Council at Hiukhiv to discuss a wide range of reforms, Im
attondance were two high ranking officers (polk starshyma) and two low

ranking officers (sotnyks) from each polk. The rest of the Council, in
imitation of the Polish-Lithuanian Sejm, were drawn from the new elite--

the znachne viis'kove tovarystwo (fifty-six Comrades-of-the-Standard and
thirty-eight Military Comrades).>® The Council first considered the
problem of the judiciary. The mere creatiom of the boundary courts
necessitated further changes. In accordance with the Lithuanian Statute,
the bowmdary court was to function in conjunction with a property court

Brbid., p. 773,

34psz, No. 11,812 Quay 10, 1763), Vol. XVI, pp. 237-246.
5ibid., p. 245.

36p, Miller, "Ocherki iz istorii § iuridicheskago byta staroj

Malorossii. Sudy zemskie, grodskie i podkomorskie v XVII]
5 tol "
Sbornik Khar'kovsk Istoriko-filolopicheska 0 Eb:h:hutva‘ :u:fl‘lirf Il
- (89%), 5. Y03,
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(zems'kyi sud) which was no longer in existence. The Council decided

to restore fully the court system as designated in the Lithuanian
Statute and guarantecd by the tsar in the Statutes of Bohdan Khmel S

krl, but which never really functioned in the Hetmanate,

Formally prosulgated by the Hetman's decree of November 19, 1763,

the restored court system consisted of three types of courts:

a property court (zems'kyi sud), a boundary claims court (pidkomors‘'kyi

sud) and & criminal court (grods'kyi sud).’’ Cases originating in any

of the three courts could be appealed to the Gemeral Military Court,
while the hetman still retained his rights of pardon. Although simply
restoring the older system, this reform considerably facilitated court
practices. It also matched more closely .. the Lithuanjan Statute,
the law code used in modified form throughout the Hetmanate. The reform
also streamlined the court system, simplified appeals, and differentiated
eivil and criminal proceedings. By no longer permitting members of the
new aristocracy, the inachne viis'kove tovarystvo, to be tried by the
Ceneral Military Court as the court of first instance, this reform made
the Cossacks, Cossack officers, and aristocracy all equal before the law.
But this change also had some serious drawbacks. Contrary to
the assertion of some scholars, it did not really separate justice from

adninistration.®® In practice, the polk court became the eriminal court

57Mhe decree was published by Miller, "Ocherki . Sudy...,"
236-243; Miller's monograph (pp. 63-244) remains the definitive ;tuﬁﬁ.

on the 1763-64 judicial reforms.

38zuch scholars as Vasil'chikov (Vol. I, p- 312) and P. Maikow
("Rozumowvskii, graf Kirill Grigor'evich," Russkij BiﬂEFfi:heskli slovar’,
Vol. XV, p. 460} believed that the refora separated itary and admin-
istrative functions. This was correct only insofar 2s non-military men
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and the same polk officers who administered the polk and led it in bat-

i he
tle still adjudicated in the courts. Only civil matters were now in &

hands of elected judges. Furthermore, the courts of the mmicipalities,
the Church, and the landlords were not affected by these changes. The
reforms remained silent on the status of the peasantry, thus excluding

it from the reinstated court system and placing it umnder the sole juris-
diction of the landlord's justice. Even a modified return to the court
system of Peland-Lithuania implied a return to its social system and this
reform gave the Ukrainian aristocracy further legal assurances for the
preservation of ncble landholding and for the utilization of free labor
of the peasantry.

In addition to judicial matters, the Council also discussed the
problem of Ukrainian autonomy. This was somewhat surprising for,
according to the Hetman's order, the Council was summoned only for the
consideration of judicial reforms.™ - As the agenda of the Council
sessions had been prepared by Rozumovs 'kyi's :uff.'m it is likely that
the Hetman himself decided to extend the scope of the deliberations.
Once the Council was in session, both the Hetman and the starshyna-

nobility saw the assembly as an OpPpPortunity to enact wide-ranging

could theoretically be elected to the property and boundary estates
courts. J. Padoch in "The Judicial System," Ukraine: A Concise En-
%%ﬂ; (2 vols.; Toronto: University of Torontg Press, 1963-71),

« 11, p..43, incorrectly states that the 1763 reforms separated
Judicial power from administrative.

fﬁ: ;let;lﬂn': decree was published in Miller's "Ocherki....Sudy

401bid., pp. 112-114.



reforms.
wsThe Council -also debated the Hetmanate's de~

cline and possible measures for its revitalization. Ome orator la-
mented that from the time the Hetmanate came under Russian protectionm,
Ukrainian rights and privileges have been curtailed. !’ He painted a
bleak picture of the current situation and lamented the passing of the
sge of famous Cossack warriors, who had once brought fear to so many
enemies. He blamed the demise of these freedoms on the Ukrainians for
misgovernment, for placing personal interests above those of the public
good, and, especially, for abandoning the prerogatives which Ukrainians
possessed when they came under Russian protection. To rectify this
situation, the speaker recommended the following reforms: in order to

guarantee freedom and proper legislation, to reinstitute General Radas

or Sejms; in order to maintain proper judicisl proceedings, to establish
property, boundary, and criminal courts, with a Tribunal for appeals;
and, in order to improve the position of the Cossacks, to guarantee their
ownership of land and exempt them from taxes im support of the Russian
troops. Other requests were for the reinstitution of unspecified rights

of the clergy, the compensation for losses suffered by the populace in

41he speech was published under the title, "Rech' o popravlenii
sostoianiia Malorossii," KSt,, No. 10 (1882), pp. 119-125. In the intre-

an editor of KSt. claims that the speech by the unknown orator
was given in the 17507s. This, however, is impossible, for the uka:z
renewing the estates' boundary court is cited in the speech. Since the
Speaker recommends the reinstitution of the other courts which were pPro-
mulgated by the Hetman's decree on November 18, 1763, the speech was
delivered between May 10, 1763 (the date of Catherine's ukaz approving
the estates' boundary court) and November 19, 1763, and could have been
made only at the Hlukhiv Assembly.
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the last Turkish War, and the establishment of secular schools and uni-
versities. The speaker also complained sharply that peasant mobility
was a source of impoverishment of the mobility and non-payment of taxes.

The general thrust of these views was . that the Hetmanate's
decline could be reversed by a renewal of its political autonomy and by
g restitution of traditional prerogatives held by the shliakhta, clergy,
snd Cossacks. Concerned primarily with the recognition
of wide-ranging political, personal, and economic rights for the shliakh-
ta, Tthe speech represented the views of the new Ukrainian aristocracy
Theé Hetmanate it envisaged . was patterned on the Polish "golden liber-
ties." .

The program outlined by the anonymous orator became the basis for
a petition drafted near the conclusion of the Council. Originating from
the "Hetman, shliakhta, Little Russian army and people,”™ the petition
contained the most autonomist views publicly expressed since the time
of lh.upa.“ In the petition's introduction, Hetman Rozumows'kyi gave
the official Ukrainian interpretation of the Treaty of Pereiaslav.
According to the Hetman, his predecessor, Bohdan khmel*nyts'kyi, accepted
the protection of the Russian tsar because of their common Orthodox faith.
This was done, however, on the basis of treaties which were reaffimmed

21me petition was published under the title "Proshenie maloross-
iiskago shliakhetstva i starshyn, vmeste s getmanom, o vozstanovlenii
Tamnykh starinnykh prav Malorossii, podannoe Ekaterine I1-i v 1764 godu "
KSt., No. 6 (1883), pp. 317-345. Some points are listed as coming from
the hetman and others as from the Assembly, resulting in some duplication.
Also, the mumbering of petition points is not always in order. It is

; ;:llbll that this is not the final copy but a preliminary draft. Thus
» however, it is the only copy known to scholars.
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clud-
whenever @ new tsar or hetman assumed office. The petitioners (in

ing the Hetman) proposed to renew the custom of confirming the Statutes
of Bohdan Yhmel'nyts'kyl by the tsar at the election of each hetman.

The petitioners also sought a guarantee of an immediate election of
another hetman in case of Rozumovs'kyi's death. They cited previous
interregnums in the Hetmanate as detrimental to the country's welfare
and as 2 violation of Ukrainian rights. They also requested approval
for establishing a Rada or Sejm, as the Hetmanate's permanent legisla-
tive body, without, however, specifying its functions or its constitu-
tional relationship to the office of hetman. Presumably, these problems
were to be worked out in subsequent meetings. The petition's only
other article dealing with the Hetmanate's governmental structure was
4 routine request for the confimmation of the newly reinstituted court
system.

The economic program of the Hlukhiv Ceuncil was also autonomist,
if not separatist. The petitioners sought the abolition of state
licensed monopolies and were particularly incensed by a Petrine decree
permitting trade with foreign countries only through Russian ports.
Many Ukrainian merchants who traditionally utilized direct land routes
had been forced to redirect their trade to Baltic ports. Since this
Proved to be quite costly, Ukrainian commercial interests urged the
Te-establishment of direct land trade routes from the Hetmanate to Europe
and the Ottoman Empire. Consequently, they called for the abolition of
the imperial border tariffs and the reintroduction of the Hetmanate's
import and export tax (abolished in 1754). Internal tariffs were not
to be restored, but institutions that once derived their income from
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Internal tariffs were to be compensated from the Hetmanate's impor

export tax revenues. Finally, Jews--although not permitted to cross

te.
the fromtier into Russia--were to be allowed o trade in the Hetmanaie

If this economic program had been implemented, the same tariffs

would have applied for trade between the Hetmanate and Russia as between

the Hetmanate and forelgn countries--Poland-Lithuanis, Crimea, and the

Ottoman Empire., Moreover, Ukrainian serchants would have had the right
to trade anywhere in the world without regard to imperial state monopo-

1ies, official trade routes, or tariffs.

Turning to social issues, the petition requested the same privi-
leges for the Ukrainian shliakhta as the Russisn dvorianstvo enjoyed, a
puarantee of landholdings, and payments from the Ukrainian treasury to
those officers who owned small unprofitable estates. Conversely, the
petition sought to curtall peasant mobility, prohibit peasants from be-
coming Cossacks, and obtain repatriation of peasants who escaped from
the Hetmanate. The Council paid little attention to the status of the
clergy and townsmen. In accordance with Ukrainian church traditions,
the clergy were to possess all the privileges of the shliakhta, and were
to elect their own hierarchy. The petition contained only standard
cliches about the townsmen's rights and privileges, including the Magde-
burg Law, but did not explicitly discuss these. Apparently, the demands
for tariff-free foreign trade was made more in behalf of the shliakhta,
which controlled the Council, than for an independent merchant class.
There is no indication that any merchants were present at the Council.

Of particular concern to the Hlukhiv Council was the steady de-
cline in the nusber of battle-ready Cossacks. Estimating that only
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Shout 10,000 wen were prepared for sar, the petiticsers recommended the
fallowing steps to Dolster the Cossack estate: a strict adderesce o
Cossack rights and privileges; = exesprion of Cossacks from all types
of duties, except military; an exesptios from all tawes, iscludisg the
tal in spport of Russiss troops; 8 paarsstee of Cossack property
vights; lmperial paymest for and delivery of supplies &uring foreign
csmpaigms; the comdining of several Cossack bousebolds to seppert fimsm-
clally a felly equipped Cossack; amd 2 specisl registry so that Cossacks
wounld pot champe wumics,

In other ways too, the petitiom reflectsd s snti-Rossias
ey, - T = opaats Basizng themselves o= the Petrise puarastes
:“ﬁl_mﬂhﬂ“ﬂuﬁlm.tﬁmﬂ_ﬂ
wmted to abolish the tazes supporting Russias troops. They farther
proposed the creation of a jeist Mkrainisa-Russiaa Commission to imvesti-
gete and adjudicate complaimts sgaimst Russisns statiomed in the Het-
TN -ﬂ-m.m‘.mm-uuﬂuh
‘m*mﬂhhﬂmihﬁlmm-i
whose actions were to be examined by the joim: Commission. In fact, the

hlﬂ.ﬂihuﬁ-ﬂﬁ:ﬂpmﬂuitmtlm-
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this "submission" was based on treaties periodically remcwed between
the Ukrainian hetman and the Russian tsar.

The Hlukhiv program reflected an accomodation reached between the
Hetman and the Ukrainian elite. In addition to a powerful emotiomal
attachment to the Hetmanate, each side was interested in increasing its
ovn power. The Hlukhiv Council gave the starshynma-nobility the oppor-
tunity to entrench themselves further as the Hetmanate's palitical, soc-
121, and economic elite. For the Hetman, any broadening of autonomy
made his position a little less dependent on the capriciousness of court
pelitics. Rozumovs'kyi was quite willing to accede to the mobility's
soclo-economic demands in return for their support in his pelitical
struggle at court. The Hetman attempted to use the Hlukhiv Council to
establish for himself a firm regional power base.

While the Hetman and the mobility were in agreement on most
issues, some differences emerged on the question of the hetmancy. The
Hlukhiv orator, who represented the views of the nobility, failed to
mention two important points contained in the petition: the request
that the tsar confimm the Statutes of Bohdan Khmel"'nyts'kyi at the
election of each hetman and that in the case of the Hetman's death a
successor be elected immediately. Judging from his later attempt to

make the hetmancy hereditary, Rozumovs'kyi probably imitiated these

‘“'lh popularity of this view among Ukrainians cam be gleaned
from the contemporary literary work, "A Discussion Between Great Russia
and Little Russia," written by Semen Divovych in 1762. In this poetic

» the personification of Little Russia bluntly states that she
did not pledge allegiance to Great Russia but to her tsa

r and complains
bitterly that Great Russia scorns Ukrainian institutioms, offices, :ml
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Tequests. At the Hlukhiv Council, however, any confliet was avoided and

the Hetman succeeded in establishing an amicable relationship with the
starshynma-nobility.

Suddenly in late October, when the Council had been concluded
and the mesbers were departing, the Hetman received news of a dramatic

change at the imperial court. His foe A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin had been

defeated and his friend Nikita Panin had emerged as the unchallenged

first minister at c:nnt.“ Confident of support at the imperial court

and at home, the Hetman launched the most daring project of his career.

His staff began agitating among the officers who were still in Hlukhiv

for a hereditary hetmancy for the Rozumovs'kyl family. A new petition,

drafted by some of the Hetman's closest supporters, attempted to prove

that the elected hetmancy caused confusion, disorder, and civil strife
end proposed that this office remain permanently within one fuilr.‘s

Citing the example of Iurii I‘.hul'nm'tfl,'ﬁ the memorandum Tequested

that one of the sons of Hetman Rozumovs'kyi be elected heir to the het-

mancy. Fedir Tumans'kyi, the brother of the General Chancellor, secretly

took this petition to Kiev and discussed it with the ranking Ukrainian

~ prelates, the archimandrite of the Caves Monastery, Zosima Yal'kevych

e

“Itlnsll. "Nikita Panin's Imperial....," p. 261,

51he Petition was mever published in full. Most of the Petition
may be found in Vasil'chikov, Vol. 1, PP. 313-317, Bilba

» Istoriia,
Vol. II, p. 455, and in 4 more condensed form in Solov'ev, VoI, X111,
Hl “l-hiu

: This was not the most fortunate
$'kyi designated Iurii as his successor

e Fﬂlitiulrmmhtmmm.fm

example, for although Khmel "nyt-
and he was elected as hetman,
the Sixteen-year-old lad and
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(the Hetman's relative) and Metropolitan Arsenii Mohylians'kyi (in fact

&n old enemy of the Rozumovs 'kyi family). Neither prelate signed the
petition 4’ Undaunted by this initial failure, Hetman Rozumavs'kyi
talled a meeting of the General Starshyma and polkovnyks at which he
presented the petition. wWith the exception of the General Chancellor
Vasyl' Tumans'kyi (a elient of the Hetman), General Treasurer Vasyl' A.
Hudovych and General Judge Oleksander P. Dublians'kyi, most of the
General Starshyma opposed the petition and refused to sign it.“ Under
some pressure it was signed by all the polkovnyks--except Petro 5.
Myloradovych of the Chernihivy polk--and by most of the polk :tlrshrna;lg
Although the hereditary hetmancy concept found its stromgest
support among relatives and clients of the Hetman and was opposed by
the more aristocratic families (Apostol, Skoropads'kyi)--who themselves
had claims to the hetmancy--the debate was not limited merely to personal
and family squabbles, but alse dealt with matters of principle. The
idea of a hereditary monarchy, although frequently expressed, was, in
reality, only a weak undercurrent in Ukrainian thought. The whole Cos-
sack tradition, bolstered by the Polish experience, was based on an
elective hetmancy. In addition, the starshyna-nobility was striving
for full political control in the Hetmanate and was wary of any changes
which might strengthen the position of the chief executive. Consequently,

L L L]
" - - e " - =
i - e 4 L e

‘Tiisil'chitnr. Vol. I, p. 315; Solov'ev, Vol. X111, p. 242.

8vasilichikov, Vol. I, p. 315. Solov'ey mentions only Tumans'kyi
and mot the others (Vol. ALII, p. 242). There are no other major dis-
€repancies between the two accounts.

““vasil'ehikov, Vol. 1, p, 315: Solov'ev, Vol. XIII, p. 242.
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even close relatives and friends of the Hetman, such as General Judge
I1'ia V. Zhurman, Quartermaster-General Semen V. Kochubel refused to
sign the petltiﬂn.sn More than a century after Bohdan Khmel 'nyts'kyi
first attempted to introduce momarchical practice im the hetsancy, the
Ukrainian ruling elite was still bitterly divided over this issue.

Catherine became alarmed when she received mews of the Hlukhiwv
events in reports from the Russian governor-general in Kiewv, F. M.
Yolikov, the Hlukhiv army commander de-Latur, and a demunciation by a
Wrainian participant, Military Comrade Paviovskyi. 'ad se smedistely wcalled
the Hetman to St. Petersburg. Having entrusted the affairs of state to
three members of the Gemeral Staff (Semen V. Kochubei, Vasyl" H. Tuman-
s'kyl, and Danylo P. Apostol), the Hetman, still unaware of any royal
displeasure, left Hlukhiv onm January 9, 1'161.52

3. The Abolition of the Hetmancy.

In his bold attempt to strengthen his autonomous position, Het-
man Rozumovs'kyi had badly miscalculated the mood of the imperial govern-
ment and his position at court. While the Hlukhiv Council and
Rozumovs'kyi were advancing a program for expanded autonomy, the im- --
perial government was considering a tightening of controls over the
Hetmanate. . The architect of this imperial L y i3

S0yasiltchikov, Vol. I, p. 315.

Slibid., p. 317; Kamenskii, Istori
AL, . R p ; Bantysh- i, Istoriia Malorossii, Vol.

21akov Markovich, Vol. 11, pp. 383-389.
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policy was G. N. Teplov, letman Rozumovs'kyi's former aide. Teplov was
& Russian who had served as Rozumovs'kyi's tutor and estate manager.
Through his assoclation with the Hetman, Teplov came into frequemt con-
tact with Catherine. He became one of her most fervemt supporters, and,
after the coup, Teplov left the Hetman's service and assumed the position
of the Empress® ncutary.“ Soon after Rozumovs'kyi's departure for
the Hetmanate in Jume, 1763, Teplov tumed against his former benefactor
and penned the well-known memorandum "A Note on the Disorders inm Little
'quil."“

While it is possible that Teplov wrote the note out of a desire
to correct sbuses, it is more likely that his prime motive was the ad-
vancement of his career. By exposing Rozumovs'kyi, Teplov could assert

his independence and show his concern for the Empire's welfare. More

S3iographical information on G. Teplov is rather scanty and scat-
tered, limited to a few brief articles and passing references in several
monographs. The most complete biographies can be found in M. Vasylenko,
"H. N. Teplov i ioho 'Zapiska o neporiadkakh v Malorossii'," Zapysk
Ukrains'koho naukevcho tovarystva v Kyivi, Vol. IX (1912), pp. 13-—25,
and in G. A, Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskago po
upravieniiu Malorossiei (Nizhyn: 1913), pp. 31-45. Other usefyul refer-
ences are 1. Kamanin, 'K biografii Teplova," KSt., No. 11 (1888), pp.
84-86; P. N. Semenov, "Biograficheskie ocherki senatorov po materialam,
sobranaym P. I. Baranovym," ChOIOR, Vol. I, pp. 15, 24-28, 55; v. 6. -
[sic), "Spravka o Teplove ™ ___E§t.. No. 4 (1887), pp. 169-172.

S4The memorandum itself is not dated. Nhen P. Kulish published

it in Zapiski o Tuzhnoi Rusi (2 vols.: St. Petersburg: 1857), vol. I,
PP- 169-196, he ascribed it to the reign of Elizabeth. M. Vasylenko in
the above-mentioned article (footnote 53) argued persuasively that this
is incorrect and that the note was composed during Catherine's reign.
It was certainly known by Catherine in September of 1763. Since Hetman
Rozumovs'kyi was present continuously at the court from the time of
Catherine's coup, a critical re-evaluation of conditions in the Hetman-
ate would be too much of an embarrassment. Consequently, it is my

opinion that Teplov presented this memorandum after the Hetman's depar-
ture in June.
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importantly, the memorandum could serve Teplov well in the court battle.
While closely allied with Panin, Teplov probably used the note as @
hedge in case of Bestuthev's ?ictnrr.'r's

Whatever Teplov's motivation, he voiced views which were in dir-
ect opposition to those expressed at the Hlukhiv Assembly and in Ukrain-
ian political literature. For Teplov, the Hetmanate was not a sepaTraie
land which recognized the suzerainty of the tsar on the basis of special
treaties. Rather, it was an ancient Russian land lost to Poland-Lithu-
ania, Teplov believed that "Little Russia, not only the land but the
very people, are Russian from ancient times, and consequently belong
under Your Majesty's suzerainty as the possessor of the All-Russian
throne even before it [Little Russia)] came under the Russian suta.“ﬂ
Discounting the fact that Ukrainian-Russian constitutional relations
were based on treaty obligations, Teplov concluded that between 1657 and
1708 all hetmans were traitors or were inclined to treason. He admitted

that due to long periods of Polish rule the populace of the Hetmanate
had acquired specific customs and liberties. To Teplov, however, these

SSpansel identifies Teplov as a prime ally of Panin. See Nikita
Panin's Role..., p. 142. One indication of possible contacts between
Teplov and Bestuzhev in this matter is that the Teplov note was found
among Bestuzhev's papers. See footnote 56,

56vasylenko, "H. N. Teplov...," p. 32. Three variants of the

memorandum have been published. The first by P. Kulish, Zapiski, Vol,
11, pp. 169-196, for some unexplained reasons deleted the whole first
section, the historical introduction. A fuller edition was appended
to the writings of Graf A. P. Bestuthev-Riumin in Arkhiv kniaza Voron-
tsova, Vol. XXV (1882), pp. 350-379. It differs only in several minor

ases from the version published by M. Vasylenko in the appendix to
above-mentioned article (pp. 29-54). In this work 1 have followed
Vasylenko's version as the most scholarly and authoritative.
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wiibesties" resulted only in exploitation and confusion, and BOT®

'Iﬂiflmtlrl OB WOTE EVENR at \'.ri..ﬂ‘:" "ith the Fri.r“:-iPlE ﬂ‘r auto-

cTacy.
Teplov viewed the shrinking number of Cossacks, the reduction

of crown lands, and the confused Ukrainian legal system as detrimental

to imperial state interests. He blamed the starshyma for expropriating

the Cossacks"' lands and bluntly accused the Ukrainian guthorities of
cheating on their censuses so as not to provide the required taxes and
manpower. Teplov claimed that the only reliable census was conducted
by Russian officers during the tule of the first Little Russiam College
(1729). Morcover, more and more crown lands and estates had gradually
passed into private ownership without the knowledge or consent of the
tsar. Ukrainian legal procedures, according to Teplov, were in complete
disarray, since they lacked any real system and depended on a hodge-
podge of the Lithuanian Statute and customary practices. This confu-
sion caused numerous delays and endless appeals and gave the starshyna
ample opportunities to manipulate the laws for private gain. Most im-
portant, in Teplov's view, was the fact that the republican Polish-
Lithuanian laws and customs practiced in the Hetmanate clashed with the
principle of autocracy, and were therefore totally unsuited for the
"Little Russian™ nation, which was, after all, under autocratic rule.
Taking up social and economic probleams, Teplov painted a bleak
picture of starshyna exploitation of .the peasantry and Cossacks. Never-
theless, Teplov considered the chief economic problem of the Hetmanate to
be the decline in productivity due to peasant mobility. He chimed #e hrger,

B, X
o
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richer landlords were in a position to emtice peasants by giving them
more favorable conditions, while the smaller marginal landlords were
forced into bankruptcy., After expressing concern for the peasantry's
exploitation by the starshyna, Teplov recommended their enserfment. On
this issue, st least, he was in accord with sentiments expressed at the
Hiukhiv Assesbly,

The impact of the Teplov memorandum on actual governmental policy
first became evident in a decree issued on September 10, 1763. Cather-
ine, undoubtedly alarmed by Teplov's revelations of massive Ukrainian
usurpation of crownlands, strictly prohibited their passing into private
mlﬂhip.ij Then, in Novesber 1763, the govermment advised the Senate
to prepare legislation for a new census in the Hetmanate. The main pro-
ponent of the census was Teplov, who attended the Senate hearings and
helped write the final decree. This law entrusted the actual census
taking to Russian officers and even subordinated the Hetman to them.>®
Since, at this very time, the Ukrainian authorities were conducting a
census ordered by the Hetman in March of 1763, the actions of the im-

perial government demonstrated that Teplov's deep mistrust of Ukrainian
censuses, the Hetman, and the Ukrainian administration had become offi-

cial policy.

In line with Teplov's policy, the Senate rejected several of ‘Het-
man Rorumovs‘kyi's pending sppeals including a request for the continua-
tien of Ukrainian gunpowder production. Denying that its actiom - -:

57psz, No. 11,915 (September 10, 1763), Vol. XVI, p. 368.

585A (November 4 and 14, 1763), Vol. XII, pp. 241-250; SA (Febru-
ary 6, 1764), Vol. XIV, p. 6. i
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violated Ukrainian rights, the Senate claimed that
the Ukrainian production of gunpowder began under special circumstances
in the eighteenth century and that it had become uneconomical and of
poor quality. Citing previous instances of ammunition purchase from
Russia, thEA:sfnn-:t;::cfered the Ukrainian authorities to allow only stan-
dardized and imperial state produced gunpowder from Moscow.”> Then, at
the time of Rozumovs'kyi's recall to St. Petersburg, the Senate questioned
the Hetman's jurisdiction over Kiev. It settled for a compromise. The
inhabitents of Kiev would appeal to the Russian authorities in adminis-

trative and judicial matters, but the Hetman retained his rights of

t.ultinn.m

The isperial gevernment, by limiting the Hetmanate's autonomy
worked in opposition to both the views expressed at the Hlukhiv Council
and Rozumovs'kyi's plans for a hereditary hetmancy. A clash was now
inevitable. When Rozumovs'kyi arrived in the capital he was received
ll:r'ﬂﬁullr¢ﬁl Catherine barred the Hetman from the Court and squelched
rumors that this was due to the intrigue of Rozumovs'kyi's old enemy,

G. G. Orlov by stating that her displeasure was entirely due to the Het-

62

man's “behavior in Little Russia." According to the dispatch of the

Prussian envoy, Victor Friedrich von Solms, the two Ukrainian petitions

$95A (January 9, 1764), Vol. XIII pp- 482-487; PSZ, No
¥ ¥ 1 ¥ * N ¥ » & l?, 8
(January 20, 1764), Vol. XVI, Pp. 501-505. —= =

60SA (January 31, 1764), Vel. XIII, PP- 527-533.

61
Report No. 93 (12 February 1764 NS) of the Earl of Buckingh
to the Right Honorable Earl of Sandwich, SIRIO, Yol. XII {1313},1;? ::n

62vpistma Ekateriny IT k A, V Olsuf'evu " Le
s Vs A tter LXIX, Feb
17, 1764, Russkii Arkhiv (henceforth RA), Bk. II (1863), pp. 4:1-4;;?'”
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20 ,hu:ﬂ'l“d Catherine that she wanted to put the Hetman on triml for diz=
1oyality- N. I, Panin tried to protect his friend and former
?uli'li“l ally and convinced Catherine that the Hetman never had enter-
tained any treasonous intentions and had "sinned against reason and not
against the ‘hulrt.“ﬁl Catherine called a special committee attended by
f. 1. Nepliuev, Prince Ia. P. Shakhovskoi, Prince A. M. Golitsyn, Graf
p. 1. Panin, and A. V. Olsuf'ev, at which it was decided that Panin and
Golitsyn were to g0 to the Hetman, explain his misconduct, and advise

him that the only honorable course of action was to Tesign as

'hlt:ll-'ll.“

At first, Rozumovs'kyi refused, and this led to further negotia-
tions and even to a personal audience with Catherine at which .
ihe - .iience, the Hetman finally requested that he be re-
lieved of his difficult post. In accepting his resignation, Catherine
told Rozumovs'kyi that she no longer doubted his faithfulness. She in-
structed N. I. Panin to obtain the Hetman's resignation in uritlng.ﬁs
Nevertheless, it was necessary for Catherine to pen many reminders to

Panin to settle the affair.%S Deh

63"Doneseniia grafa Sol'msa Fridrikhu IT,"™ Report No. 134 (April
17 [280. 5], 1764), SIRIO, Vol. XXIT (1878), pp. 247-248. x

6dnpisima Ekateriny 1T k A. V. Olsuf'evy "
s Vs vu," Letter LXIX
17,1764), p. 427. 4 : 5 SRevEary

65vpisina Ekateriny II k Gr. N. I. Paninu," Letter No. 157, no

date, ChOIDR, no volume (1863), Pt. II April-June 68, Also q
¥ » & » o '] L " in EIHI
Vol. VIT (1871), p. 375. .

S61bid., Le
-» Letter No. 158 (no date), and 168 (no date), p. 68 and
Lﬂ. and in STRIO, Vol. VII (1871), p. 375 and 379. Most likely, Panin
u“h‘l’d for personal reasons. The Hetman had been his friend and poli-
3lly, and Panin must have been embarrassed by Teplov's role in the
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Only in May did Panin repert to Catherine that the project had been
_drafted, and, if approved by the Espress, it could be issued as »
Senata vkaz. Remaining unresolved, however, was the fate of the lands
snd incomes attached to the office of h:tlﬂn.ﬁT
Gradually the former Hetman began making occasiomal public
appearances. By mid-March (1764), as a Senator he attended some mect-

ings of the Scnltn.u But his returmn to favor was mot complete until

he was permitted to accompany Catherine on her tour through the Baltic
pmin:-u.ﬂ Welcomed again at Catherine's table, Rozumovs'kyi,

and especially his sons, became frequent visitors at cnurt.m

Catherine alse confirmed Rozumeows'kyi's title to all Ukrainiam state pro-
perty granted to him by Elizsbeth. ) '

affair. Panin, moreover, probably did not want to give Orlov, whom he
detested, the pleasure of seeing Rozumovs'kyl vanquished. Therefore,

he delayed until tempers would cool so that the Hetman could retain at
least some of his imperial prerogatives. If one were to subscribe to

the theory that Panin was attempting to place limits on the autocracy
then his defence of the Hetman could have been motivated by his opposi-
tion to the arbitrary abolition of a century-long comstitutional
arrangement. Panin's alleged constitutionalism has been ably refuted

by David Ransel, Nikita Panin's Role.... and "Nikita Panin's Isperial ..."

67Letter of N. Panin to Catherine, SIRIO, Vol. VII (1871), pp.

359-360. Not dated, but mentions the sudience of Graf Ostkerko from

E' Lithuanian Confederation who stayed in St. Petersburg between May
and 26, 1764.

68The first signature of Rozumovs'kyi in Senate documents ap-
peared on March 1, 1764. SA, Vol. XIV, p. 98,

69petr Kolotov, Deianiia Ekateriny 11, Isperatritsy i samoderzhi-
tsy vserossiiskiia (St. Petersburg: 1811}, p. 127.

70Semen A. Poroshin, Zapiski sluzhashchiia k istorii Ego Impera-
ochestva, Bl ago Kniazia Pavia Petrovicha, naslednika

Eﬁm siiskago (St.

Msenate ukaz confirmed by Catherine, SA (June 26, 1764), Vol.
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But Rozumovs'kyi's position was further weakened by new intrigues
which invelved him, if only indirectly. Imn July, Vasyl' Myrovych
(Vasilii Mirovich), son of the General Aide-de-Camp in the administra-
tion of the émigre hetman, Pylyp Orlyk, attempted a coup which was to

72 The

depose Catherine and place the imprisoned Ivan VI on the throne.
attempt failed, lvan VI was killed by his guards, and Myrovych was tried
and executed. The affair unwittingly involved Kyrylo Rozumows'kyi.

The aristecratic Myrovych family had backed Hetman Mazepa in his break
with Muscovy. After Mazepa's defeat the Myrovych wealth was confls-
cated and those family members who failed to escape the Hetmanate were
deported to Pussia and Siberia. Costant petitions for a return of the
family wealth and permission to live in the Hetmanate were demied.
Consequently, the Myrovyches eked out a livelihood by holding petty
Russian military posts. It was in the capacity of 2 minor officer
stationed at the Schllisselburg fortress--where Ivan was being held--
that Vasyl® Myrovych attempted his coup. At the trial, Myrovych claimed
that the Hetman gave him the idea for the coup. When Myrovych previ-
ously had appealed to the Hetman for support at court, Rorumovs'kyi told
Hlthutﬂ:mhnmdhi:mmﬂﬂsﬂthmm:hm

XIV, pp. 355-359,

"21van VI succeeded Anna Ivanowvna to the throne in 1740 at the
age of two months. A year later Elizabeth deposed Ivan ¥l, who then
spent his entire life as a prisoner. The Myrovych affair is described
in great detail by Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol. 11, pp. 349-405, and
-hl“tﬂl hl; II".. PP- 3’-—5"'3!:-.

3ps late as April 13, 1764, the Senate denied a petition to the

w family to have their property returned. SA, Vol. XIV, pp. 187-
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find his own way to position and fortume. Myrovych simply acted upon

the Hetman's -dviu.."

More important than just an embarrassment to Rozumovs'kyi, the
affair sheds light on Catherine's attitudes on the Hetmanate and om
Ukrainians. 1In her manifesto on Myrovych, Catherine specifically men-
tioned that the culprit was a Ukrainian, the son of a close collaborator
of the "traitor” lll.-uql:pm.jm"1 Teplov's note, the Hlukhiv Council, the
hereditary hetmancy project, and now the Myrovych affair produced -a’
heavy anti-Ukrainian atmosphere at: court.

Meanwhile, the resignation procedures were ags'n bogged down.
Not until the end of October did Catherine ask her secretary Olus'ev to
draw up instructions--on the basis of Catherine's own notes--for the fu-
ture governor-general of the Hﬂm:tn.“ When everything was in readi-
ness, four decrees were lssued on November 10, 1764. The first one
announced the Hetman's resignation, again confirmed Rozumovs'kyi's right
to all property he amassed during Elizabeth's reign, and provided com-
pensation for the loss of the Hetman's income--a pension of 10,000 rubles
a year and various properties previously attached to the office of het-
man: the city of Hadiach, and the whole Brkovs'kyi region, including
all the towns, villages, and utnu+" The second ukaz proclaimed the
abolition of the hetmancy, the Formation of the Little Russian College

4RA, BK. I (1863), p. 47s.

TSpsz. Me. 12,228 (August 17, 1764), Vol. X¥1, pp. 8590-392,
7"'?1:" Ehurlnr k A, V. Olusuf'evu," p, 189,

775, No. 401 (Novesber 10, 1764), Vol. XIV, pp. 323-324.

"
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(enumerating its personnel), and, ironically, approved the court re-
forms of the Hlukhiv Asunhl;r." Catherine also issued a manifesto to
the Ukrainian people and an order to publish all the ukazes pertaining
to changes in the mtmmta,n

Although the former Hetman retained all his imperial positions
and titles and possessed even greater wealth than previocusly, the long
humiliating battle over the hetmancy and the growing anti-Ukrainian senti-
ments - fed by the Mykovych affair ended Rozumovs'kyi's Ukrainian asbitions.
At first, Rozumovs'kyi asked to be relieved of his duties so he could
settle various affairs in Noscow, > Then, in the spring of 1765, he left
the Empire for an extended tour of Western Europe. After his retumn in

late summer of 1767, he never again played any role in Ukrainian poli-

tical 1ife. %!

4, The Hetmanate and Catherine II's Policy Towards Autonomous Areas.

The abolition of the office of hetman was omly one aspect of

Catherine's overall policy towards regional automomy. In February 1764,

T8psz, No. 12,277 (November 10, 1764), Vol. XVI, pp. 961-962.
795A, No. 403 and 404 (Novesber 10, 1764), Vol. XIV, pp. 324-

805, No. 453 (December 20, 1764), Vol. XIV, p. 577.

Blxyrylo Rozumovs'kyi continued his isperial career as Senator,
president of the Academy of Sciences (im name only), and from 1768 a
sember of the newly formed Imperial Council, a group of Catherine's
closest advisors. His later career is described in Vasil'chikov, Vol.
1. Some interesting details of Rozumovs'kyi's stay in France and French
reaction to his resignaction as hetman can be found in a brochure of
I1'ke Borshchak, Slidamy Hetmana Rozumovs'koho v Frantsii (Munich:

1957).
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at the very time she forced Rozumovs'kyi's resignation as hetman, she
made it clear in a letter to the newly appointed attorney-general, Prince
Viazemskii that administrative centralization and russification should
serve as guiding principles throughout the Western borderlands.

Little Russia, Livonia, and Finland (Karelia) are provinces which

are governed by confirmed privileges and it would be improper to

viclate them by abolishing them all st once. However, to call

them foreign and to deal with them on that basis is more than a

mistake; it would be sheer stupidity. These provinces as well as

Saclensk should be Russified in the easiest way possible, so that

they should cease looking like wolves in the forest. The approach

is easy if wise men are chosen as governors of the provinces. When

the hetmans are gone from Little Russia every effort should be made

to eradicate from memory the period and the hetmans, let alone

promote snyone to that office,3¢

This policy decision was undoubtedly precipitated by the Ukrainian
autonomist demands. Up to this time, Catherine showed no special inter-
est in the problem of autonomy. When the question of a Ukrainian court
erganization was raised she routinely approved it, recognizing that this
was "in accordance with Little Russian ri;hu."l! As late as September
25, 1763, in response to a petition from Estland and Livonia, Catherine
again econfirmed their traditional ri.;hts.“ But by February, 1764, the
events in Hlukhiv and the hereditary hetmancy project unquestionably
stimulated Catherine to take a firaly negative view of regional autonomy,
Nhile Catherine's policy may have been sparked by the Ukrainian

sutonomist sentiments, it also reflected Catherine's developing views

#2The instructions to Viazemskii were i i
_ shed Ch
1 (1858), p. 104, and in SIRIO, Vol. Vil [IBTII?JT p. 348, TT‘ETEIDREI:J;
tnmlatiun"quntcd here is from Boris Nod'de's, "Essays in Russian
State Laws," The Annals of UAAS, No. 3 (Winter-Spring, 1355), pp. 889-

83psz, No. 11,812 (May 10, 1763), Vol. xvi1, p. 246.
843A (Seprember 23, 1763), Vol. XI1I, pp. 288-2a9.
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on the rTole of government and the need for imperial reforms. These were
antithetical to any regional autonomy and made a clash with the Ukrain-
{an sutonomists inevitsble. Catherine was interested in making govern-
pent pore rational and in developing the Empi ::;t:::hur:::;u::.ﬂ;iuﬂﬁg;m?h
has been made of her cultural debt to the “limieres™ of/ Cather-
{ne's claims to being an "emlightened despot” have been generally dis-

litlcal field,
mtﬁ.“ In *It':th as Professor Raeff suggests, Catherine drew more

=

85There was a long-standing debate on whether Catherine's reign
was really "enlightened.,” Aleksandr 5. Lappo-Danilevski, a populist
historian--"The Serf Question in an Age of Enlightenment,” Catherine the
Great: A Profile, pp. 267-289, originally published in Russian as
WEkaterina 11 1 krest'ianskii vopros" in Velikaia Reforma: Russkoe
gbshchestvo i krest'ianskii vopros v proshlom i nuigiaihc-ﬁtm, edited
By A. K. Dzhivelegov, et al. (Moscow: 1911}, Vol. I, pp. 163-190--
emphasized that despite Catherine's liberal intention and rhetoric,
serfdon was extended into Ukraine and other areas. The eaigre histor-
ian, Aleksandr A. Kizevetter--"The Legislator im Her Debut," Catherine
the Great: A Profile, pp. 246-266, originally published in Russian as
WPervoe piatiletic pravieniia Ekateriny II1," lstoricheskie siluety--Liudl

ila (Berlin: Parabola, 1931), pp. 29-54--shows how Catherine
%ﬁ%_th policies of her predecessors and denies any innovation due
to the Enlightenment, P, Ivanov, "K voprosu o "Prosveshchennom Absolu-
tizme' v Rossii 60-kh godov XVIII weka," Voprosy istorii, Ne. 5 (1350]),
pp. 85-99, attempts to prove that Emlightenment rhetoric was demagogy
on the of Catherine, Pavel N. Miliukov, on the other hand--"Educa-
tional Reforms,™ pp. 93-112 and "Voices of the Land and the Autocrat,"
pp. 113-155, Catherine the Great: A Profile, originally published in

Ocherki istorli Tusskoi kul'tury (3 volumes; Paris: 1931), Vel. II,
pt. 2, pp. 715-765; Vol. 111, pp. Eﬁ!-ﬂ&--ﬂhih showing its limitations
in terms of Catherine's shallow perception of the “enlightened thought,”
and an unresponsive backward society, argues persuasively that the con-
cepts of the Enlightenment had a real impact on policy. Current his-
torians, with a more marrowed view of enlightened despotism and
recognizing Catherine's vague adherence to Enlightened concepts, the
backwardness of Russian society, and the strong role of traditional
policy, still discern in Catherine's program and method of implementation
an attempt to pursue some of the traditional policies of enlightened
despots. See N. M. Druzhinin, "Prosveshchennyi absoliutizm v Rossii "™
Absoliutizm v Rossil (Moscow: 1964), Pp. 428-459; 1. A. Fedosov,

WProsveshchennyi absoliutizm v Rossii," m-; istorii, Ne. 9 (1970
PP. 34-55; Marc Raeff, "In the T-peﬂ;i ," Catherine the I:Ernt::,
Profile, pp. 197-246 and his "The Enlightenment in Russia,”™ The

Century in Russia, ed. by J. G. Garrard (London: 1373), pp.
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heavily Erom the Cerman cameralists than fros the French philosophes.

Cameralist thought was attractive to Catherine because of its immediate

utility. Umlike the French philosophes, who attespted to discover the

nature of man and governsent, the cameralists wanted to establish prin-
ciples of sound public finance and ratiomal administrationm (Kameral-

und Politeiwissenschafien).

In planning govermmental reform, Catherine first studied various
programs for the replacement of provincial military administration with
s professional bureaucracy, the reduction of the zize of administrative
units, and the participation of the local mobility im provincial govern-
ment.®” On December 15, 1763, she issued the Staff Regulations which
doubled the number of efficials, created new posts and standardized
salaries.®® The Instructions to the Covernors-Genersls of April 21,
1764, further defined the functioning of provincial administration and
recommended a variety of "enlightened programs,™ which the governor-
general, as the personal represemtative of Catherine, was to introduce
into the mﬂm.ﬂ

During the early period of Catherine's reign, administrative

86Raeff, "The Enlightenment in Russia,” pP. 36,

87Robert E. Jones, "Catherine IT and th
. e FProvincial Reform of
1775: A Question of Motivation,” Canadian Slavie Studies, Vol. I’;: No.

3 (Fall, 1970), pp. 499-500; Iu. U. Got'e, ¥storila oblasma
leniia v Iu-s::ii ot Petra | do Ekate I‘i (2 volumes; Moscow: :‘ﬂi;
Vol. LI, p. 166, -

8352, No. 11,989 (Decesber 15, 1763), Vol
. 3 " ¥ = m. = -lﬁ!-lﬁ!;
Jones. p. ; James Edward Hassell, The Vicissitudes nfpphulin Admin- |

istrative Reform 1762-1801 (unpublished Doctoral Di
issert Cornell
&{mﬂtﬂ Ithaca: 1967), PP. 35-36. IS o

89psz, No. 12,137 (April 21, 1764), Vol. XVI, pp. 716-720.
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refors was closely connected with the introduction of the rule of law.
Catherine professed that laws form "the foundatiom of the state...
through which the power of the governsent is poured out and diffused,”
and that "the equality of citizens consisted in that they should all

be subject to the same laws." U Catherine wished to introduce a new
uniform law code which would not only result in more rational and hu-
mane legal procedures but which would also define the cospetence of
aduinistration "so that each government office will have its own limits
and laws.”" Subsequently, Catherine summoned the famed Legislative Com-
mission of 1767-1769, which was to establish these "fundamental laws"
and to forward administrative refors.

Efficient organs of power were slso to be utilized in expleiting
the natural resources of the Empire. Endeavoring to break down economic
barriers, to stimulate trade and agriculture, and te increase state
revenues, the povernment initiated a variety of programs--some of which
were patterned on the projects of other "enlightened despots.” In
order to prevent endless property boundary disputes and to better assegs
the country's resources, the government began an exteasive surveying
and measuring program. It encouraged the introduction of new crops and
better methods of agriculture, the colonization of new lands, immigra-
tion from abroad, and a return of emigrants living outside of the Em-
pire. Secularization of Church lands brought the state additienal
revenue and made the Church economically dependent upon the State.”)

90w. F. Reddaway (ed.), Documents of Catherine the G
bridge: 1931), pp. 2I6-217.  — — — — ———=t (Cam-

Min addition to
general works such as Bil'basov, Istoriia, Vol.
11, and Solov'ev, Vols. XIII-XIV, Catherine's initial policies l.:n .
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Combined with the rationalization of law and government, these programs

i omcC
aimed at eliminating waste, and at tapping the Empire's human and econ

potential in order to enhance the wealth and power of the state, while

at the same time contributing to the increased welfare of the people.
Underlying this program was the goal of a unitary state. Since
the principles of government were based on reasom or on universal pre-

cepts, the same laws and institutions should serve Catherine's subjects
equally well whether they lived in Moscow, Siberia, or the Hetmanate.
National differences, although recognized, were not considered signifi-
cant. According to Marc Raeff, "the government's goal was a uniform
pattern of administration throughout the Empire, a uniformity which,
it was believed, required a single way of life, but not necessarily one
language, one religion, or even a single culture on the part of all
subjects of the emperor." - In this respect, Catherine--1ike her
younger contemporary, Joseph I]--counterposed the new rational order
against ancient "feudal" privileges of separate historical regions.
To Catherine, these were antediluvian relics which could only block
rational development.

The Hetmanate was an obstacle in the implementation of one of

Catherine's major projects, the colonization of the Southern Ukraine.

succinctly summarized by Aleksandr Kizevetter in "The Le

7 gislator i
Debut ,* E‘_Lher!.ne the Great: A Profile, pPp. 247-266, nriginalT; p:h[fer
lished in Russian as "Pervoe Piatiletie pravleniia Ekateriny IT,"

Istg:'idmsiia Siluety--Liudy i sobytiia (Berlin: Parabola, 1931), pp.
NMarc Raeff Ine
B _rinl Russia 1682-1825, Vol. IV of the Borzoi
Hllf?% ;f I:n:;;.’:.:.. ed. Michael Cherniavsky (New York: Alfred A. Knopff,

43-44.
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pnder Elizabeth, Serbian military colonists settled in Southern Ukraine

gnd appropriated some of the Hetmanate's territory. In 1762 the Hetman,

seconded a year later by the Hlukhiv Council, demanded its rctum-ﬂ

The imperial administration, on the other hand, was planning to unite
all the foreign colonies as well as extensive territories belonging to

the Hetmanate into a new province, called New Russia (Novorossiia) .""‘

The transfer of authority in the southemn regions of the Hetman-
ate, supposedly on a voluntary basis, was far from smooth,>> The offi-
cer in charge of New Russia, Mel'gunov, collected signatures of those
willing to pass under the new authority and join the newly formed
Lencer (Pikineriia) regiments. These who did not wish to comply had
the right to emigrate to territories remaining in the Hetmanate, but
this meant a loss of land. The implementation of the transfer through
a combination of threats and promises of reward caused great dissatis-
faction. Since neither the local nor central Ukrainian administration
were even notified of these changes, clashes of authority occurred.
The Hetman was inundated with queries and complaints which in late sum-
mer 1764 K. Rozumovs'kyi passed on to the Senate. No further action
was taken and the border between New Russia and the Hetmanate remained

93N. D. Polons'ka-Vasylenko, The Settlement of the Southern
Ukraine 1750-1755) (Vol. IV, No. 1--Vol. V, No. 2 of Annals of UAAS
in U.5.7 New York: 1955), p. 173.

94pSZ, No. 12,099 (March 22, 1764), Vol. XVI, pp. 657-667; PSZ,
Yo. 12,180 (June 11, 1764), Vol. XVI, pp. 795-799; PSZ, No. 12,211
(uly 22, 1764), Vol. XVI, pp. 842-843.

5 The transfer is described briefly by N. D. Polons'ka-Vasylenko,
The Settlement. .., pp. 181-186, and in greater detail by D. P. Miller,
ineriia,' KSt., No. 12 (1899), pp. 301-322.
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iﬂﬁ‘t indefinite until 1766, when the majority of the di sputed
reeritory was assigned to New Russia,

Thus, the Ukrainian sutonomist sentiments, and the continued
existence of an autonomous Hetmanate ran counter to Catherine's gemeral
iens and plans. While Catherine aspired to eliminate separate his-
corical regions, the Ukrainians wanted to reconstruct a virtually
separate state. While Catherine wished to break down economic barriers,
the Hlukhiv Council attempted to have foreigners excluded. And while
catherine sought new revenues, the Hlukhiv Council cbjected to provid-
jng sny funds for the imperial treasury, evenm the traditional taxes in

support of Russian troops stationed in the Hetmanate.

s, Catherine's Plans for the Hetmanate and the Rule of Govermor-Ceneral
AnNtSEeV.

Having replaced the office of hetman with the Little Russian Col-

lege, Catherine moved quickly to dispel any discontent in the Ukrainian
adninistration. She divided the membership in the College equally be-
tween four Russian officers--Major-General Iakov Brant (Jacob von-Brandt),
Colonel Prince Platom Meshcherskii, Colonel Osip Khvostov, and College
Advisor Dmitrii Natalin--and four Ukrainian officers--Quartermaster-
General Semen Kochubei, General Chancellor Vasyl' Tumans'kyi, Gemeral
Aide-de-Camp Ivan Zhuravka, and General Flag Bearer Danylo Apostol.

The president of the College was, of course, a Russian, the newly named
Governor-General of the Ukraine, Petr Rumiantsev. But by appointing
officials from the Hetman's administration including the main propoments
©f the hereditary hetmancy, General-Chancellor Vasyl' Tumans'kyi,

-
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catherine stressed a policy of administrative continuity and no repri-
sals. Tumans'kyi, in particular, as the former gemeral-chancellor,

aad & most detailed knowledge of the Hetmanate and thus would be invalu-
sble for the new administration. In onder to reduce temsion between the
Ukrainian and Russian members of the College, Catherine gave them equal
rank promoting General-Chancellor Tumans'kyl to major-general and the
others to colonel. In the same uka:z, she pleaded for mutual coopera-

96 Catherine wanted to avoid the errors

tion among the College members.
of the first Little Russian College under Peter, which was still remem-
bered for its brutal power struggle with local Ukrainian authorities.
While Catherine made conciliatory gestures to some of the Hetman-
ate's administrators, she did not abandon her general policy of integra-
ting the Hetmanate into the Empire. In fact, she issued a set of secret

R Nt e the fn-

directives on how this could be accomplished.
fluence of the Teplov note, Catherine's instructions to Govermor-Gemeral
Rumiantsev repeat many of Teplov's criticism of Ukrainian practices.

For instance, Catherine attacked the confusion between military and
eivilian rule, the cumbersome legal system with its endless litigations,
and the peasants' mobility. Her prime concern, however, was that the
Hetmanate belonged to the Empire "in name only." She deplored the Ukrain-

ian “self willed" appropriation of various special rights and privileges

96psz, No. 12,277 (November 10, 1764), Vol. XVI, pp. 961-962;
E.;lh- 475 (December 16, 1764), Vol. XIV, p. 566; SA, No. 449 (Decem-
ml I?HJ' Pl S?ﬁ-

%TThe Instructions have been published in SIRIO, Vol. VIT (1871),
PP. 376-391, Lo
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and the "Polonized” liturgical and customary practices of the Church
in the Hetmanate.

Catherine was especially disturbed by the local population's
hatred of Russians--a hatred which she thought was fomented by the
starshyna due to thelir fear of losing their secure position of graft
and victimization of the populace. Rumiantsev was to observe closely
the activities of the starshyna and gradually introduce reform. In
this way, when "the best of all orders will be established" the popu-
lace, relieved from the starshyna's oppression, would express gratitude
to Catherine and the imperial government.

Beyond the delicate political question of Ukrainian-Russian
relations, Catherine also stressed fiscal matters, removal of the
Dnieper cataracts for the improvement of river commerce, and the for-
esting of the steppe. While many of these points reflect only dreams,
for they were beyond the capabilities of the imperial authorities, they
do indicate an optimistic belief in the efficacy of enlightened rule
in legislating "the best of all orders™ and in greatly stimulating eco-
nomic growth,

In sum, Catherine's program for the Hetmanate called for its
gradval integration into the Empire, maximum increase in imperial re-
Venues, stimulation of economic growth, and at the same time, reduction
of friction between Ukrainians and Russians. These seemingly contradic-
tory tasks were entrusted to a highly gifted imperial officer, Governor-
General Perr Rumiantsey.

The newly appointed Governor-General continued a family tradition
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of serving the central government in administrating the Ukraine. His
father or step-father (he may have been illegitimate), Ivan Rumiantsev,
yas the pussian military administrator of the lietmanate between 1738
and 1740--a period without a hetman. At that time, Petr lived in the
Hetmanate and was taught by a Ukrainian, Tymofii Seuiutnﬂtn.“ He
continued his education abroad and on his return began a ailitary
career. At the outbreak of the Seven Years' War, Pumiantsev, as a

sajor im charge of a regiment, proved to be an ambitious, brave, capable

and at times even brilliant, military commander. With the death of
Elizsbeth and the subsequent reversal of alliances, the new Esperor,
peter 111, showered Rumiantsev with favors and called upon him to exe-
cute the tsar's favorite project, an attack on Denmark on behalf of his

pative Holstein. Rumiantsev had already assembled an army of 50,000
pen and begun the campaign when Catherine's coup brought another rever-

4 2. = d

985 Lazarevskii, "Uchitel® gr. P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskago T.
Although there exists

M. Seniutovich,” KS5t., No. 1 (1889), pp. 223-224.
a biography is still

voluminous published material on Petr Rumiantsev,
is still P. Maikov's "Rumiantsev, Petr

lacking. The best overview

Aleksandrovich," Russkii bio raficheskii slovar' (Petersburg, 1918),

Yol. XVII, pp. 571-573. An idcalized picture is presented in I. Sazano-

vich, Zhizn' kharakter i voennye deianiia general-fel'd marshala grafa

Petra Alcksandrovicha Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskage (St. Petersburg: 1803).

D. Bantysh-Kamenskil, Slovar dostopamiatnikh liudei russkoi zemli (5

volumes; Moscow: 1836), Vol. IV, pp. 352-374, is rather superticial.

The vast majority of articles and monographs deal with Rumiantsev's

military exploits, the latest example being Iu. R. Klokman, Fel'dmarshal
1768-1774 gg. (Moscow: 1951).

Rumiantsev v period russko-turetskoi voin

Most neglected 15 Rumiantsev's activities as Ukrainian governor-general.

6. Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost', focuses in great detail on only several
e-mentioned article, A. Lazarevskii published

reforms. Besides the
P. A. Rumiantseva," KSt., No. 12 (1896),

"Po povodu sta let ot smerti gr.
Pp. 374-394. N. V. Storozhenko, "Reformy v Malorossii pri gr. Rumian-
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sal in foreign policy. On the day of the coup, Rumiantsev was relieved

of his command and ordered back to St. Petersburg. Instead of comply-

ing, he submitted his resignation and remained inm Nestern Eurcpe.
Catherine dissuaded him, however, from resigning and gave him & minor
sppointment in Estland, but Rumiantsev was still dissatisfied and soon

received a year's leave of absence.
The recall of Count Petr Rumiantsey in 1763 caused puzilement

at l:vnurLH Still mot quite secure on the throne Catherine was suspi-
clous not only of Rumiantsev's former association with Peter I1] and his
expressed hostility to the Empress, but also of his extemsive military,
personal, and family comnections. It was believed in court circles that
Count Petr humiantsev was, in fact, the illegitimate son of Peter I,
and this endowed him with an.appeal lacking in the 'Germar’ Ellpﬂﬂ.lm
Although it was quite improbable that Rumiantsev himself could have
challenged Catherine for the throne, he easily could have become a focal
point in any plot to depose the Empress in favor of her son, Paul.
Rumiantsev's military and family ties--his wife was the Princess Eka-
terina Glitsyn--coupled with his ambition made his continued stay at
court a possible threat to Catherine.

But Catherine solved the problea brilliantly. By giving Rumian-

tsev a major appointment as the Ukrainian governor-general, she removed

”Mil grafa Sol'msa Fridrikhu," Report Mo
» . 145
[12-0.5.], 1764), SIRIO, Yol. XXII (1878), p. 259. ik

100v23piski Nikolaia Ivanovicha Grecha RA, Bk. I, No. 3 (187
P- 250; A Barsukoy in the introduction to "Pis'ma k gr. P. Jl: mnfun-s}'

w Ot &go roditelei,” Starina i Novina, Vel. III (1200}, pp. 129 and
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from court and, at the same time, channeled his considerable abili-

Should

him

¢ies into solving & delicate and serious state probles.

pumiantsev be successful in this endeavor, Catherine would have made

sxcellent use of a potential political rival. If he failed, a distinct

pnasibilitr considering the mood of the Ukrainian elite, Rumiantsev

would be discredited. In any case, Catherine would emerge as the final

‘I"ltl‘.ﬂr-
To Rumaintsev, on the other hand, out of favor since the coup,

this major appointment provided an opportunity te further his military

career. The Ukrainian situation involved risks, but Rumiantsev, as in
the past, accepted them enthusiastically. Barring another coup, the
only possibility for his advancement was in pleasing Catherine, and the

Ukrainian governorship-general was a crucial test for him.
On April 8, 1965 Govermor-Ceneral Rumiantsev arrived im the Het-

manate and settled in Hlukhiv. His assumption of command entailed only

a few changes in the Hetmanate's administrative amd judicial structure.
At the top, the Governor-General and presidemt of the Little Russian
College replaced the Hetman. Like Rozumovs'kyi, Rumiantsev was also

in charge of the Zaporozhian Sich, but unlike the Hetman, the Governor-
General also commanded all the Russian troops stationed inm the Hetmanate.
The Little Russian College became the chief central administrative insti-
tution and assumed the functions of the former General Military Chan-
cellery. Special departments within the College were responsible for
military affairs, the General Court, and the General Treasury. The
Little Russian College took orders from Rumiantsev and the Senate, while
the Covernor-General reported directly to Catherine and dealt with the
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Genate only on ncmimnml The lower administration (polk. sotnia,

gurin’ and all its offices remained intact.
Forty days after his arrival, on May 18, 1764, Rumiantsev pre-
gented Catherine with 2 comprehensive program of reform, which, after

s A program so

an exchange of letters, Catherine partially approved.
quickly formulated was obviously conceived prior to Rumiantsev’s arrival.
It drew its inspiration from three major elements--Catherine's instruc-
tions, the ideas of Teplov, and Rumiantsev's own concepts. As the ex-
pert on the Hetmanate, Teplov gave Rumiantsev a briefing immediately

03 .nd, undoubredly

after the count's appointment as Gwemr—-ﬂ:mull
presented him with the official government position paper on the Het-
manate, the Teplov note. Im his reform memorandum and inm the subsequenmt
reply to Catherine, Rumiantsev reiterated many of Teplov's charges per-
taining to administrative incompetence, starshyma abuse, and corruptiom,
particularly in their amassing of state lands and even towns. Rumian-
tsev proposed the verification of landholdings and restitutiom to the
state of all former crown lands. Catherine, in her reply, urged caution

and ordered the Governor-General not to tamper with any land grant
approved by a tsar,

101shafonskii, Chernigovskago, p. 99.

102pumiantsev's initial program, Catherine's response, and Ru=
miantsev's subsequent reply were published together in SIRIO, Vol. X -
(1872), pp. 9-21. Catherine's letter of reply was published in Aleksandr-
Smirdin, ed., Sochineniia Imperatritsy Ekateriny IT (3 volumes; St.

Petersburg: 1850), Vol. I11, p. 188.

10315 g letter dated November 15, 1764, Catherine informed
Rumiantsev that she is sending him Teplov for an "extended conversation
oa Little Russia," Smirdin, ed., Vol. II1I, p. 187,
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Many points of the program were taken verbatim from Catherine's
Instructions. Consequently, urban reconstruction, the development of
town crafts and industry, the establishment of town police, the encour-
sgement of trade, the improvement of agriculture and forestry, and the
rationalization and increase in state revenues were, of course, approved
by the monarch. But Rumiantsev also added a list of his own suggestions:
the formation of a postal service: the reorganization of the Ukrainian
artillery; the resumption of gunpowder production: the payment of salar-
fes for officials in lieu of land grants; the establishment of a mili-
tary academy, a school for noble girls, and two miversities; the found-
ing of a state hospital; the reorganization of the Judicial system;
and the secularization of Ukrainian Church property. Of these, Catherine
only approved the establishment of the postal service; the other pro-
positions were passed on to various special commissions or mot acted
upon. Clearly, Catherine opposed any sudden and drastic changes.
Furthermore, she wanted to be assured that these programs could be
financed locally without a drain on the imperial treasury. The points
approved by Catherine, however, combined with her "Instructions" gave
Rumisntsev a mandate to initiate & number of long-range reforms.

Considering that Catherine's original instructions, Rumiantsev's
program, and Catherine's reply to Rumiantsev all called for the im-
provement of agriculture and commerce, it may seem somewhat surprising
that the Governor-General made few efforts to stimulate economic growth.
The few meager attempts were inspired by the cemtral authorities. Thus,
in following Catherine's favorite project, Rumiantsev settled approxi-
mately a hundred German families in Bila Vezha and a small number of



=117-

: 104
wallachian and Bulgarian colonists in the Perciaslav polk.

The
Senate initiated an unsuccessful experiment to introduce a méw CTOP,
potatoes, into the Hetmanate. Most of the potato plants froze in
storage and only a small mmber were eventually distributed to culti-
“mﬂ_m Despite all the rhetoric to the contrary, neither the cén-
tral authorities nor Rumiantsev was prepared to pursue econcmic develop-
pent on a large scale. Mot only did they lack the necessary planning,
personnel, and funds for such endeavors, but at least in the Hetmanate,
political issues overshadowed all other problems.

Rumiantsev, thercfore, concentrated on such traditional areas
of reform as the administration, the military, and the judicial system.
In judicial matters, the Governor-General was empowered to introduce
only minor modifications, since Catherine did nat approve a major

2 change. The Ceneral Military Court, the highest court in the Hetmanate,
was staffed by twelve judges elected annually--one from each polk--and

: supervised by the two general justices. Rumiantsev changed the composi-

] tion of the Court, making it a permanent paid body including the two

© general Justices and three to five additionsl mesbers. To facilitate

the nmning of the central court, Rumiantsev also appointed state

e

lawyers to assist the plaintiffs. Also the implementation of the 1763
Judiclal reforms brought forth various unforeseen problems, which the

104ps2, No. 12,655 (May 22 1766), Vi
s No. 12, » Vol. XVI1, p. 702; "Perepi
grafa Rumiantseva otnositel'no luiui.:tw pﬂulmrihpv Hlll;rﬂiaﬁf"fi

Arkhiv woennopokhodnoi kantseliarii gr. P. A. Rumiantseva Zadunai
. ® - — h -
m. " 1. ’ti 1 {lm]. PF-. H:‘:?u- : :ﬂ

lulh.ﬂ:w, "Rumiantsev...," p. 533.
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The greatest change in governmental structure approved by Cather-
ine was the founding of a regular postal service. Previously there
were several local haphazard mmicipal postal agencies and official
couriers. An ukat issued by the Empress would be delivered by messenger
to the General Military Chancellery, which would distribute it, again
by courier, down the chain of command. Rumiantsev pointed to the dire
need for both government and private individuals to have a more systema-
tic and regular service. In 1765 he established nine postal routes

extending over 21,358 versts with seventy-two postal stations, fifteen

regional postmasters, 165 postmen and 300 horses. %7 Postage was to

be picked up and delivered at a prescribed time twice a week in each
locality. The postal service became a sub-branch of the Ukrainian ad-
ministration under the supervision of a postal director. The Ukrainian
treasury paid all the salaries and the expenses of the postal service
and received all its revenues. In 1768, 1770, and 1774 the postal ser-
vice was expanded to facilitate communications with the Crimea and the
New Russia gubernia. With minor adjustments, this system was incorpor-
ated into the Russian administration after the abolition of Ukrainian

autonomy.

106pocuments pertaining to judicial changes were published by
Vladimirskii-Budanov, "Akty...," pp. 121-136, and by M. Sudienko,
"Bumagi do upravleniia Malorossieiu grafa P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskago
otnosiashchiias=ia,”™ ChOIDR, Bk. 1, Pt. V (1861), p. 149.

107, Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost', p. 76. Maksimovich treats

? establishment of the postal service in great detail, Ibid., pp. 67-
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For Rumiantsev, however, the main priority was to increase state
revenuves. Catherine's Instructions, Rumiantsev's repiy, and a subse-
quent secret directive by Catherine 0--all expressed this ais. While
paintaining the old sources of revenue--liquor and mill taxes, percen-
tage of the border tariff--the Governor-General made several innovatioms.
He consolidated the various types of crown land, rank lands, undeeded
properties, and lands utilized by a special group of Cossacks who pre-

viously hunted for the Hetman (bobrovmyky, stril'tsi, ptashayky) into

one category of state lands. Eleven supervisors were chosen to look
after the state lands, all inhsbitants of which were taxed. ®® This
brought an additional income of 10,000 rubles a year, while applying
the tax to the servants of the former Hetman netted amother l,IW.lm
But the largest revenueé-producing reform was the introductiom of
the ruble tax, a money levy in support of Russian troops statiomed in
the Hetmanate. Up to this time, the Ukrainian authorities collected a
combination of taxes, mostly in kind. Since this was frequently insuf-
ficient, snd the delivery of supplies late, the Russian troops took by
force from the local populace whatever was necessary to sustain them-
selves. Thus the burden was unevenly distributed falling heavily on
regions where troops were statiomed. Having witnessed these probleas

during his tour of the Hetmanate, Rumisntsev ordered a new basis for

10855 (July 13 and 14, 1765), Vol. XIII, p. BI.

109ghs fonskii, pp. 101-102.

10y, siabchenko, Khoziaistvo Getmanshchiny v XVII-XVIIT st.
(Vol. I of Organizatsiia Khoziaistva Ukrainy ot khmelnichchiny do
%R_M‘l'ﬂ Pt. 1-4 in separate books; Odessa: 1923-25), Pt. IV,
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gaxaticn, one tuble a year from each household collected in quarterly
mulllﬂtl.lll All peasants, townsmen, Cossack helpers (pidpomichnyky),
nired hands (pidsusidky) were liable for the nmew tax. Im 1767, the

governor-General divided the Hetmanate into twenty equal tax districts

in each of which a commissjon was responsible for gathering the levy.
The estimated income came to approximately 250,000 rubles a year, and,
despite major arrears in payments, the Ukrainian treasury received a
surplus that, at times, reached 150,000 '.mhlt:.lu As the income pro-
vided exceeded the tax purpese, it was utilized for a variety of govern-
sental activities, including salaries for Ukrainian officials and the
subsidization of the Xievan A.uﬂﬂr-“:' The ruble tax which was sup-
posedly only an elaboration of an existing troop support tax was, in
fact, becoming a general levy.

In l;il.tim to paying the ruble tax, the Ukrainian populace was
also obliged to quarter Russian troops, and, since there were mo army
bases or barracks, soldiers were assigned to private homes. Because of
the unsettled international situation, especially problems with Poland
and the Ottoman Empire, this obligation increased during Rumaintsev's
tonure, for an additional regiment was statiomed in the Hetmanate,
According to the Governor-General's official figures, in 1763 there were

six rifle, one dragoon, and eight infantry regiments, numbering 19,981

1ig, Maksimovich, Deiatel "nost®,

PP- B8-119 provides a fairly
detailed account of the int

tion of the ruble tax.

12yass111i Ruban, Kratkaia letopis® Malyia Rossii s 1506 po
1776 god (St. Petersburg: 1777), p. 233.

15 Sisbchenko, Khoziaistvo, Pt. IV, p. 269.




=121-

men and requiring 902 officers' and 10,556 soldiers' quarters. Al-

though Rumisntsev attempted to distribute these troops as widely as

possible, they still posed a serious hardship. Comsidering that there

were only 29,025 households in the towns and villages where they were
stationed, the distribution would fall to twe Russian soldiers for
every three households or two official quarters for every five house-
: This system provided further government savings, for the

holds. '}
troops were able on more than one occasion to obtain food and firewood

from the host household.

The Ukrainian treasury, greatly enlarged by Bumiantsev's addi-

tional incomes, was further subordinated to imperial needs. 1In 1771,

the imperial attorney-general ordered the Little Russian College to pro-

vide an exact accounting of all incomes and expemditures. This was

done retroactively for 1768-1770 and then continued on @ yearly basis.l>

Although the Ukrainian treasury was still a separate entity, it was now
treated as a provincial branch of the imperial treasury.

- Another consistent aim of the Governor-General was to improve

the Hetmanate's military capabilities. This entailed the rejuvenation

of the Cossack estate (soslovie). Since many Cossacks lost their land
and either voluntarily or under pressure became landlords' subjects,

the mumber of Cossacks capable of real military service was constantly
shrinking. In a report to Catherine, Rumiantsev blamed both the

“‘Hm on troops distribution in G. Maksimovich, Deiatel’nost’,
PP. 104-105.

115y, Slabchenko, Khoziaistvo, Pt. IV, pp. 268-271.
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jandlords and the Cossacks for this condition; the former for impressing

Cossacks into submission and the latter for frequently willingly sur-

ving their status to avoid military obli altimul'i,::_]':I"EII The Governor-
rendering B

General added his prohibition to the decrees already issued by the tsars
and the Senate, and he forbade the Cossacks from becoming either pea-

sants or burghers. Quoting a 1746 Senate ukaz ordering landlords to

give up any Cossack subjects, Rumiantsev permitted these former Cos-
sacks to appeal directly to the General Court for w:in:.tmtl:lm:w-:m:.u1I

He also iIntroduced state lawyers at the Court to facilitate suits

brought by Cossacks and burghers. At this time, however, the Governor-

General was unqilling to tackle such a complex social and economic
problem directly. He postponed this until after the completion of the
general census, when he hoped the various social groups would be pre-
cisely differentiated and permanently fixed. Those recognized as Cos-
sacks would in return for some of their traditiomal privileges--personal
freedom, right to property, trade, and the production of alcohol--serve
as a permanent military class or caste.

Being a prufu:inn-ﬂ soldier, Rumiantsev attempted to transform
the Cossacks into a more disciplined, better trained professional fight-

ing force. Using the Russian army as his model, the Governor-General
demanded similar discipline from the Cossacks. He formed a special umit,

appropriately arwed and uniformed, to guard the Little Russian College

116y} adimi rskii-Budanov, ed., "Akty...," p. 109.

N, 1a. Miakotin, Ocherki sotsial'noi istorii Ukrainy v XVII-
XVITI vv. (1 volume; Vypusk 1-3 in separate ; Prague: 1924-26),

Vypusk T11, pp. 200-201.
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grehive, the General Court, and the Treasury. When some Cossacks

ﬂ_ujl-ﬂ'ld ta performing such regular service, Rimiantsev ordered them

peaten "without mercy.”™ Similarly, in 1768, he decreed that Cossacks

who did not obey their commanders be whipped and the most obstinate
deprived of their Cossack status and registered as pnsmts.“‘ The

most drastic change, however, occurred in Decesber 1768 at the begin-

ning of the Turkish War. In response to Rumiantsev's request the Senate

placed the mobilized Cossack units under the jurisdiction of Russian

military ln-ug This gave the Governor-General a virtual ly free hand
as far as discipline was concerned, but it deprived the Cossacks of a

most ancient right, the right to be judged by themselves in accordance

with their own laws. Then in 1775 the three hired Cossack units which

once had formed the Hetman's guard were reorganized into regular army
regiments. Thus another step was taken towards the introduction of

Russian military practices into the Hetmanate's forces. !20
A key precondition for further military and fiscal reforms was
an accurate census. Since the Teplov note had completely discredited
all Ukrainian data, the Russian authorities were determimed to conduct
their own census. The project prepared by the Senate was not implemented

because of Hetman Rozumovs'kyi's removal from office. Catherine in her

1¥mese orders were published in “Dva dokumenta o sostoianii
ulwuhgn kozachestva v polovine XVIIIL st.," KSt., No. 10 (1882),
PP. 133, Sni

11%sz, No. 13,217 (December 20, 1768), Vol. XVIIL, p. 786.
120psz, No. 14,385 (October 24, 1775), Vol. Xx, pp. 225-226.
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[astructions pointed to the need of a new census, and by Septesber
1765, conditions were sufficiently settled in the Hetmanate for such
gn undertaking. But unlike the Senate project, primarily concerned
with the nusber of peasants and Cossacks and their domiciles, Rumiantsev
had a much more ambitious goal. He wished to register all persons,
their age, social positien, occupation, marital status, state of health,
income, and payment of taxes. Moreover Rumiantsev's program, with the

exception of persomal belongings, called for detailed descriptions of

all wovable and immovable prupurtr,.ul

Separate census forms were prepared for inhabitants of towns,
crown and monastery lands, private estates and Cossacks, Besides the
alveady mentioned information, Rumiantsev inquired into the state of
trade and industry, municipal buildings, condition and income of crown
lands, and, most importantly, into the basis of landholdings for both
private individuals and officials utilizing state lands. For crown and
monastery lands, the peasants' work obligations were noted but mot in
the case of private landowners--a concession to their sensibilities.
Indeed, the Rumiantsev census was the most comprehensive ever attempted
in the Hetmanate up to that time,

Officially, the purpose of the census was announced as the

12lthere has been a plethora of works on the Rumiantsev census.
For a fairly treatment of the census as a historical source
and for a listing of the major works based on the census see M. Tkachenko,
"Naukove rozroblemnia Rumiantsevs'koi revizii,” Ukrains, No. 3 (1924),
Pp. 39-52 and M. A. Lytvynenko, Dzherela istorii Ukrainy XVIIT st.

v: 1970), pp. 95-114. For an account of the census taking see

(Kharki
D. Bagalei, General'maia opis' Malorossii (Kiev: 1883), and for a most
_ detailed analysis G. ms;mﬂiﬁ, Deiatel'nost!, pp. 190-357,
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pthll'inl of information so that better order and justice could be

"“hushld. In reality, Rumiantsev aimed at resolving many specific

Frﬂ.]m.ln He hoped to differentiate the populace into official
categories of landlords, Cossacks, clergy, and peasants. Having every-
ope registered and all the houscholds recorded would aid in reducing
peasant mobility and would determine the exact number of Cossacks.

petter knowledge of the overall Cossack economic condition would faci-

1itate the forging of a permanent self-supporting military force and
123

indicate the feasibility of a projected 30% Cossack property tax.
The census would ascertain which lands were genuinely privately owned
Rumiantsev was especially
He wished to

and which in actuality belonged to the state.
interested in inventories of crown and monastery lands.
repossess the crown lands from their current holders and substitute
regular salaries instead of landholdings as compensation for officials.
Finally, the census was to provide data on the extent and intensity of
trade as well as the vitality of guilds, industry and handicrafts--
information necessary for town improvements.

In each polk a special commission was created to conduct the
census. Headed by a Russian officer, the commission had a staff com-
posed of lower rank Russian officers and members of the local Ukrainian

suthorities. Due to the immensity of the task and the Bussians'

1225, Maksimovich published Rumiantsev's official aims in
Deiatel'nost' (pp. 200-201), and proved that he had other less openly

expressed goals (pp. 201-217).
1231his was proposed by Rumiantsev in his original project sub-
mitted to Catherine.
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mfaniliarity with local conditions, the work proceeded slowly. A
further hindrance was the passive resistance of the populace, With

the possible exception of the burghers, all segments of the population
feared the census. The peasants dreaded being bound to their current
place of domicile and an increase in taxes. The Cossacks were appre-
hensive about fulfilling their military obligations and taxes:; and the
landlords were worried that their property rights would be questioned.
Many landowmers refused to give the required information claiming that
they were mot acquainted with surveying and gen-enr.u‘ Ukrainian
members of the various commissions feigned illness and refused to parti-
cipate. The head of the Poltava Commission complained that in 1767
hardly any Ukrainian mesbers were actually present and uurtin:.us

The census gathering continued until 1769, when, with the begin-
ning of the llﬂﬂln-ll"ll:rkhh war, it was suspended. It is difficult to
assess what part of the census was completed, since many of the docu-
ments have mot survived. Yet, exteasive work was accomplished, for at

present the Ukrainian archives house completred census forms for over

3,500 settlements,!2®

Beyond the introduction of reforms, Rumiantsev's key task was
to ease tensions between Ukrainians and Russians. 1In evaluating the
Governor-General's impact on Ukraimian-Russian relations, ome has to

consider not only his policies but also his temperament and style of

14 Lytvynenko, p. 98,

125G, Maksimovich, Deiatel'mest', pp. 230-231.
126Lytvynenko, p. 100.
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F““"’“t‘ He was a strice wilitary man, s martinet who would not
tolerate even the slightest hint of discbedience. When the Hlukhiv
cossacks objected to more regular duty, he had them beaten; and when
seventy-seven Cossacks, who were tired of the vacillation and inaction
of thelr commander, went home for the harvest without permission,
mumientsev had them arrested and punished. 27 He was especially strict
in stamping out any expressions of autonomist spirit. when during the
elections for the Legislative Commission a group of Nizhyn nobles in-
sisted on writing a petition demanding the election of a hetman,
Rumiantsev had them arrested and al though they were subsequently par-
doned by the Empress, he sentenced thirty-three mem to death snd con-
demned eighteen to perpetual hlnishunt.u' Rumiantsev made it per-
fectly clear to the Ukrainian elite that under his rule there were
limits of propriety and to step outside them would result in swift
and severe punishment.

On the other hand, Rumiantsev attempted to win over the Ukrain-

imn elite by drawing them into imperial service. Im a report 10 Cather-

ine, he recommended that rank (chin) and governmental service (dela)
should be granted to those "who have not been infected by the disease

of self-willfulness and independence.” 1Inm setting such an example,
Rmiantsev believed that even those who held strong autonomist senti-
ments would eventually change their opinions and become governmental

ml-umv*lkil. "Po povodu...,"™ pp. 385-386.
1287his will be discussed in detail in the next chapter,
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ﬂlﬂ"'!-lﬁ Catherine fully approved Rumlantsev's proposals and re-

"-F'""d to be informed of "those worthy of favor™ so they could be pro-

130
poted.

Rumisntsev placed special emsphasis on influencing the young.
He yecommended the creation of an imperial cadet school im the Hetmanate
because it would inculcate in the Ukrainian shliakhta a love for regu-
jar military service and would make them forget "outdated and idle
thoughts of self-willed Cossackdon." *! While an imperial cadet school
in the Hetmanate proved to be unfeasible, Rumiantsev was able to gain
sdmittance for the starshyma's children into the Imperial Cadet School
and the Imperial School for Noble Girls in St, hte:-shurg.nz The
Governor-General's motives were clear. The Ukrainian elite would be

- trained together with Russian nobles, develop friendships and comnec-

tions, and therefore, would become loyal imperial servitors. The star-
shyna, on the other hand, was quite pleased with Rumiantsev's interven-
tion, since Ukrainians had long been denied admission into the imperial
academies because "there are no dvoriane™ in the Hetmanate,!>?

The Governor-General also defended Ukrainian claims to nobility

129%8eport No. S [February 5, 1768] in Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 331.
B0Lettor of April 16, 1768 in Smirdin, Vol. II1, p. 196.

| 1311a mumiantsev's initial project, SIRIO, Vol. X (1872), p. 19.
B2, Sudienko, ed., "Bumagi..., PP. 150-151.

133p, Miller, "Ocherki iz istorii i juridi
a cheskage byta starai
Malorossii, shchenie kozatskoi starshiny v dyoris.
t .“ Ll |
h“ 1 nm; P- 26, £ P EL
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pased on governmental service. In a note to the Littie Russian College,
pmiantsev suggested that all Ukrainian officials should automatically
have titles equal to Russiam ones; for non-officials, however, some
soble ancestry would have to be pmven.lu In 1774 Rumiantsev again
yrote to the attorney gemeral, A. A. Viazemskii on behalf of the Ukrain-

{an starshyna and shliakhta, requesting that appropriate titles be

135 pinad ly, as the supreme military

I-mud to Ukrainian officials.
commander, Rumiantsev had the authority to commission the koronets, the
jowest officer rank (warrant officer). This rank carried with it
gossian moble privileges, and Rumiantsev distributed it liberally te
vkrainisn landlords wnable to obtain any other title,l>®

Rumiantsev also attempted to placate the Ukrainian elite by per-
mitting the Little Russian College to take another step towards the full
enserfment of the peasantry. His predecessor, Hetman Rozumovs'kyi,
limited the mobility of the peasants by requiring them to obtain a writ-
ten release from their landlords. With the introduction of the ruble
tax, peasant mobility became an even greater problem. Increasing tax
arrears==79,703 yubles 52 3/4 kopeks in 17568; 135,658 rubles 14 kopeks

F in 1768; and 177,142 rubles 25 1/2 kopeks in 1770--were blamed primarily

1My)adinirskii-Budanov, ed., "Akty...," p. 108.

135y, v, Storozhenko, ed., "Pis'mo grafa P. A. Rumiantseva-
tadmaiskago k general prokuroru kniaziu A. A. Viazemskomu, o nagrazh-
denii malorossiian chinam," KSt., No. 1 (1891), pp. 176-177.

' 1360, Ohloblyn, "Ukrainian Autonomists of the 1780's and 1790's
ind Coumt P. A, Rumyantsev-Zadunaysky," Annals of UAAS in U. 5., Vol.
VI, No. 3-4 [21-22] (1958), p. 315.
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the peasants’ lnbilitr.l“ Although a part of these arrears were
onl

"ﬂﬂﬂllr paid, the Little Russian College decided to act. In 1770

rdered that "runaway peasants" be brought back to their former mas-

it @
sers and be forced to pay their tax lmlrs.l“ For the first time an

official category of "runaway peasant” appeared. The Ukrainian land-
owners reslized that the Russjan government might accomplish what they
yere unable to do, the total enserfment of the peasantry.

The rule of Govermor-General Rumiantsev was interrupted by

{nternational tension and war. In 1768 all military forces in the

Hetmanate were on the alert because of the Polish civil strife and the
Then,

bloody Ukrainian uprising in the Right Bank (Koliivshchyna).
from 1769 to 1774 Rumiantsev achieved fame as the commander-in-chief

of the forces which defeated the Ottoman Empire, and he personally nego-

tiated the Treaty of Kuchuk Kainarji. The Cossacks of the Hetmanate

were quite active in the war. One regiment of 3,000 mwen operated as

part of the forces of Prince Aleksandr Mikhailovich Golitsyn, while a

larger army of 6,000 men and the three hired units of the former Het-

man's guard were part of Rumiantsev's fnms.ug Because the majority

of Ukrainian officers participated in the campaign, only a caretaker

government remained in the Hetmanate. All military affairs were under

the supervision of Prince Platon Meshcherskii, while the Ukrainian

1“\“. Miakotin, Prikreplenie krest'ianstva levoberezhnoi Ukrain
v IVII-XVIII v. (Vol. II_T’—'EIII. 1 of Godishnik na Sofiiskiia Universitet;

1381pi4., p. 125.

%m, p. 237; Rigelman, Pt. IV, pp. 26-27.
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general Justice Il'ia Vasyl'evych Zhurman was in charge of civilian
.huntrltiﬂll-"u During their tenure few changes were iniciated,
snd the Hetmanate passed a rather somolent five years.

Yet, this period was marked by the closest cooperation between
the Ukrainian elite and Covernor-General Rumisntsey. In the face of
3 common enesmy, coaradeship and mutua] f riendships developed. More
jsportantly, Rumiantsev provided the Ukrainians with excellent oppor-
tunitles for political advancement. His staff--whether in the Littls
Russian College, or in his extensive Ukrainian domsins, or even in the
wartise Russian Military Chancel lery--was made up predominantly of
Ukrainians. Such famous isperial figures as Oleksander Berborod'ko
and Petro V. Zavadovs'kyi began their careers as mesbers of Rumiantsev's
staff. It also included a whole host of lesser figures--V. ¥. Hudowych,
P. H. Dubovnyk, A. H. Ivanenko, P. I. Myklashevs'kyi, M. K. Mostsipanov,
M. R. Polytkovs'kyi, V, 1. Skoropads'kyi, M. M. Storozhenko, I. M.
Khanenke, 0. H. Podluz'kyi, I. 1. Selets'kyi, 0. H. Tumans'kyi, A. I.
Chepa--representing many of the important families of the H-ut:ulutl.:"
By the end of the Turkish War, the Ukrainian elite had been shown that
it could retaim and, perhaps, even enhance their social-economic

position while gaining further advancesent and status within the imper-
{al mold.

M0Rigelman, Pt. 1V, p. 27; Maikov, "Rumiantsev...," pp. 534-535.
WMlg, ohloblyn, "Ukrainian Autonomist...,™ pp. 1316-1317.
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Despite more than a century of Huss:t;n assimilaction, in 1762 the
Hetmanate still possessed its hetman, its own administration, army and
ereasury. At the time of Catherine's coup, the Ukrainian elite thought
the time had come to regain lost rights and further expand their autonomy.
[krainian political thinkers envisioned an sutonomous state joimed to

the Empire solely through the person of a common monarch. Instead of

proadening Ukrainian rights, however, Catherine abolished the hetmancy
snd established the rule of Governor-General Rumiantsev. Although the
jower administration remained intact, between 1764 and 1775 the Gevernor-
Ceneral initiated many reforms which integrated the Hetmanate into the

Espire's core area. At the expense of their traditional rights, the

Cossacks were molded inte a more efficient fighting force, By sur-
reptitiously introducing an imperial general levy and by totally sub-
ordinating the Ukrainian treasury to an imperial agency, the fiscal
contribution of the Hetmanate to the Empire was greatly increased.
Moreover, Rumiantsev attempted to stamp out any manifestations of arti-
culated autonomism and to direct the energies of the Ukrainian elite
towards social-economic concerns and imperial careers. However, the
very success of his efforts sparked a reaction in Ukrainian society

which manifested itself in the Legislative Commission,



CHAPTER 111

UKRAINIAN REACTIONS AND ASPIRATIONS:
THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION OF 1767-1769

1, The Issve of Ukrainian Participation

When Catherine susmmoned a Legislative Commission in 1767, repre-
sentatives of the Ukrainian population took the opportunity to express
their reactions to Govermor-General Rumiantsev's policies and propose
their own resolutions to a number of problems. At the outset, however,
the question was raised whether l!:rliniu participation in an imperial
legislative commission was appropriate. The aim of Catherine's Legis-
lative Commission was to recodify Russia's laws and to consider admin-
istrative and other reforms. The Hetmanate, however, had its own laws
and its own administration. Why should Ukrainians take part in the
codification of Russian laws? Moreover, there were no precedents of
Ukrainians participating in previous legislative commissions. Although
several representatives from the Hermanate had been requested to
iitend the Commission (1761) called by Elizabeth, they never

-133-
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1
came-

pefore issuing her manifesto, Catherine had to decide whether
,utonomous Tegions, which possessed their own laws and administration,
ere to participate in the Legislative Commission. Initially she
jgnored this problem and the first two drafts of the manifesto calling
¢he legislative Commission into being--mostly Catherine's own work--con-
rgin no mention of the autonomous regions.’ In the third draft, Cather-
{ne gave the Hetmanate, Livonia, and Estland an option either to parti-
cipate or to retain mative laws until such time as these regions might
petition for the adoption of the imperial code.® One member of the
comnittee preparing the manifesto objected and insisted that the new law
code be applicable both in border areas and in Russia.’ Subsequently,
Catherine still offered the option of sending delegates but limited the
duration of continued native judicial practices to tem years .5 The final

Iln 1761 the Commission requested that delegates be sent from
border arcas including the Hetmanate and Baltic regiomns. See PSZ, Ne.
11,378 (December 8, 1761), Vol. XV, pp. 862-863. V. N. Latkin recorded
a1l the sessions of Elizabeth's Commission and does not mention the pre-
sence of any Ukrainian or Baltic delegates; see his Zakonodatel'nyia
Komissii v Rossii (3 vels.; St. Petersburg: 1837), Vol. I, pp. 80-184.
Mso, Zutis in Ostzeiskii vopros, p. 361, states that no Baltic repre-
sentatives participated in this Commission.

2The first two drafts are discussed in detail in A. V. Florovskii,
Sostav zakomodatel'noi komissii (Ddessa: 1915), pp. 8-15, and touched

upon in Paul Dukes, Catherine the Great and the Russian Nobility (Cam-
bridge, England: 1967), pp. 57-58.

#lmvskii. Sostav, p. 29.

. A. Lipinskii, "Movye dannye dlia istorii ekaterinskoi komissii
® Sochinenii proekta novago ulozhenia,” Zhurnal ministerstva narodnago
Prosveshcheniia, Vol. COCI (1895), pp. 290-295.

sFlﬂWﬂlli. Sostav, p. 46.
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aanifesto, however, contains no mention of a special status for the

gutonomous regions and presumes that the Commission participants would

come from all parts of the Etpirn.ﬁ

Thus, Catherine's policy towards the participation of autoncmous

areas in the Commission evolved gradually. At first, she believed that

the inhabitants of the autonomous regions should themselves decide both
the question of participation and the applicability of the new law to
their regions. But from the beginning, Catherine's ultimate goal was a
unified Empire under one law--a policy she endorsed prior to the Commis-
sion. To be sure, Catherine recognized the need for tact and moderation

i{n dealing with the borderlands. At this time she still hoped that

these regions would choose to participate in the Commission, or if they
declined, that they would voluntarily petition for integration im the
future. Whatever her initial considerations, Catherine gradually came

to realize that it would be a mistake to leave the choice up to the popu-

lace of the autonomous regions. Not only was there a danger that this

could be interpreted as another guarantee of autonomy, but it took a

basic decision out of the hands of the autocrat. At best, Catherine was
willing to give these regions ten years to adjust to the imperial norm.
Since the new law was to be applied in a short time to all parts of the
Empire, the participation of all regions became imperative, and, comnse-

quently, Catherine's manifesto permitted no exception.
In the Hetmanate, Governor-General Rumiantsev attempted to defuse

any potential discontent over Ukrainian participation by issuing a

s i i or . - A o X

‘I’SI,. No. 12,801 (December 14, 1766), Vol. XVII, pp. 1092-1110.
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cculsr appealing to Ukrainian civic mindedness and pointed out the
el

resl peed for Hfﬂﬂ-? Despite this effort, the manifesto was met with

wtllitf in the Hn-.-tnmnm.m.l The need for reform was questioned, since
jn 1743 2 fifteen-year project of recodification of Ukrainian laws had
been cwhtud.g and the 1763 court reforms were just beginning to be
implemented. It is not surprising, therefore, that the Ukrainians did
pot wish to participate in the Commission. A satisfactory recodification
of Ukrainian laws had been completed and needed only confirmation from
the Empress. Governor-General Rumiantsev in a report to Catherine sum-
parized the Ukrainian reaction to the manifesto:

Many began acting willfully, claiming that any law or ukaz of

the monarch is a viclation of their rights and liberties. They

211 have the same attitudes. Why do we have to be there (i.e.

st the Commission)? Our laws are all good, If it becomes

necessary to be deputies, however, them only in order to obtain

a confirmation of our rights and privileges.l0

Rumiantsev brushed aside Ukrainian complaints and scheduled

Mhe circular was published in Nakazy malorossiiskim deputatam
1767 g. i akty o rakh deputatov v Koamissiiu sochineniia Ulozhenilia
: 0), p. 1 and is quoted extensively in G. A. Maks'movich,

¥ * L] :
nakazy v Malorossii v Zakonodatel'nuiu Komissiiu 1767 «3 Ch,
. i sostavlenie nakazov (Nizhyn: 1917), pp. 6-8.

o Telichenko, "Scslanyia nuzhdy i zhelaniia malorossiian v
Ekaterinskoi Komissii," KSt., No. 7 (1890), Pp. 166-167: Florov-
i, Sostav, p. 494. Only V. G. Avseenko maintained that Catherine's
Banifesto was greeted "by all segments of society with genuine joy," in
Malorossiia v 1767 g. (Kiev: 1864), pp. 3-4. Avseenko did not provide

any ¢ lor his statement, and this view was discarded by later
scholars,
9See A. Takovliv, Ukrains'kyi kodeks 1743 roku: Prava, po
suditsia malorossiiskii mh (Vol. CLIX of Zapysky Naukovoho

tva im a; Munich: 1949), The code, although used,

195. M. Solov'ev, Vol. X1V, p. 39.
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glections for March 1767.'1  The nobility, townsmen, and Cossacks were
to gather separately in various localities, elect deputies and compose
the nakazy oF instructions which the deputies were to present the Assembly
geeting in Moscow. The Little Russian College, as a central governmental
{nstitution, was also empowered to send @ deputy with a nakaz. The
{krainian dioceses were to submit writtem reports enumerating Church
peeds to the Holy Symod, which was to represent the Russian Church at the
Assesbly. Finally, Russian Old Believers living in the Hetmanate were
slso permitted to send one deputy with a nakaz. Consequently, the
greater part of the free and non-peasant population of the Hetmanate
had the opportunity to participate in some way in the Legislative Com-
mission of 1767,

2. The Elections and the Nakazy of the Nobility

The attitude of the nobility was crucial to Governor-General
Rumiantsev's success im supervising the elections to the Legislative
Commission. The nobles were the most political ly conscious and active
element of the populace, the bearers of the old historical traditions,

s demonstrated by the adamantly automomist Hlukhiv Couneil, By denounc-

ing Pumiantsev's reforms and demanding their traditional rights, the
nobility could make a fiasco of Catherine®

$ aims in convoking a Legisla-
tive Commission,

Its cooperation, on the other hand, would be a

HThe schedule was published in Nakazy
. 187-188, as well as
in Maksimovich, v : Bl :
PP. 8-9; it is misTeading, for man th -
s were not held on schedule. S
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{ficant step towards integrating the Hetmanate into the imperial
4

si |
4. The influence of the nobility on the Legislative Commission was

pol _
|ncreased by its multiple participation. Besides participating in
jections of their own estate, the nobles who lived in towns took part
¢

jn municipal elections, and, as Cossack officers, noble: frequently

directed Cossack elections.

As outlined in Catherine's manifesto, the election procedures
appeared designed to protect the mobility from bureaucratic interfer-
““‘11 First a marshal of the elections was chosen in the presence
of an official governmental supervisor. Then the supervisor delegated
all further responsibilities for the elections to the marshal, who was
to designate a date and place for the election of a deputy, This second
election was to take place within a week after the marshal assumed his
position. The noble elected as deputy could be from any electoral dis-
trict and could be elected in absentia. The nakazy or instructions were
to have been composed by a committee of no more than five persons, who
were to follow the instructions of the assembly. Them all of the noble-
men were to sign the nakaz,

Despite these procedures and the urgings of Catherine's manifesto
for a free discussion of all problems, the degree of freedom allowed the
Ukrainian nobility was severely circumscribed. Governmental pressure
was first exerted at the Chernihiv assembly. Governor-General Rumiantsev
fttended the opening procedures. As the deliberations began Rumiantsey
intervened directly in the composition of the makaz in violation of

Pp. Iﬂ-umlh_ electoral procedures are discussed in Maksimovich, Vybory,
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'"ﬂanl procedures. Rumiantsey reported to Catherine: "I did net
restrain myself from telling them the full truth, which certainly was
pot pleasant for them.” He began with a blistering attack against a
wide range of proposals raised by *he nobles: the guarantee of all
ukrainian rights and privileges, the abolition of tares in support of
pussian troops statjomed in the Ukraine, and the right of tax-free trade
for the nobility. Then he accused the nobles of coveting the complete
enserfment of the peasants under their jurl:dittian.”

Rumiantsev's views prevailed. His close advisor Oleksander
Bezborod'ko, son of the election marshal, was mainly responsible for
the final draft of the nakaz and together with his father, General Judge
Andriil Bezborod'ko, rammed through its acceptance, Their activity,
according to Rumiantsev, earned them the enmity of their colleagues:
"Bezborod'ke and his son became hated because of this nakaz, and they
[the nobility]....called him names to his face and complained that he
vished i1l for the Fatherland."!?

Catherine approved Rumiantsev's hard line, informing him that
"the tone of authority which you had to tske was completely appropriate 5
- and that the Chernihiv nakaz “contained many parts which honored its
m:m-"li For Catherine the most satisfactory part of the Chernihiv

13solov'ev, Vol. XIV, p. 41.

Yme ful1 report is published in Maksimovich, Vybory, Appendix,
PP. 326-329, and excerpts in Solov'ev, Vol. XIV, p. 47,

ISLetter of Catherine to Rumiantsev, May 3, 1767, in Severnyi
arkhiv, vol, I, p. 35, and in A. Samirdin, ed., Sochineniia Imperatritsy

IIH: Petersburg: 1850), Vel. III, pp. 192-155,

l‘ﬁnlw'ﬂ. Yol. XIV, p. 44. This is an excerpt from the same
letter of May 3, 1767, but the phrase was mot included in the other two
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yaz and sccompanying petition was undoubtedly the criticisa that "cur-

sent clrcumstances require improvesent in all u‘eu-"‘” The entire first
part of the nakaz discussed various abuses and disorders in the Ukrainian
judicial system. Yet the nakaz still made a mild plea for autonomy:

Permit us to retain forever all the distinct advantages and

freedoms which we invioclably held and still hold up to now

in sccordance with our former laws and privileges. Include

them in the proper place of the newly formulated laws for
gxact observance and execution. 18

The struggle between Rumiantsev's administration and the Ukrain-
{sn moblility continued in Starodub. The assembly of the nobility elected
s local judicial official (zems'kyi suddia), Petro Istryts'kyi, as

sarshal. Rumiantsev's report to Catherine indicates that the debate

was taking 2 hostile turn against current governmental policies.
All started screaming loudly and began with the rights, free-
doms and property that they obtained and which should not be
changed but ratified, and all requisitions should be eliminated,
troops withdrawn, and the nobility freed from taxation. Some,
especially those who had been in the administraticn of the
Hetmanate, spoke up imsistently and persistently to petition for
s hetman as before.19

When Rumiantsev left Starodub to supervise the Chernihiv elections,
the marshal kept the Covernor-Gemeral informed om the discussions at the
meeting. Istryts'kyi was not satisfied with the course of the assembly
and, after receiving the “model™ Chemnihiv makar attempted to chamge the
slready written Starodub nakaz. The marshal aimed at “correcting the
former nakaz as much as possible and cleansing it at least from such re-
quests which im our time no longer concur with the needs of :n:ittr."m

U7siRio, Vol. LXVIII (1899), p. 248, 181bid., p. 235,
Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 108.
201pid.

—
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such & ncleansing” required some additional pressure upon the

which was exerted by the Starodub polkovnyk, Prince Khovanskii.

ﬂhult:f.
mh::.a

He prged most strongly that the nobility accede to a newly written

mlrmﬂf khovanskii failed to gain the assent of all the nobility, for

¢che revised nakaz lacks thirty-six signatures of nobles who attended

22
the gathering.
A comparison of the two drafts reveals that the sections dealing

Fﬂ.llﬂlj' with Ukrainian autonomy were deleted, including those which

demanded 3 guarantee for the Ukrainian legal system and the Lithusnian
Statute, & request that all local administrative positions be filled by
the local nobility, and the abrogation of the ruble tax. Sections deal-

ing with the establishment of higher educational facilities, land sur-

veying to end boundary disputes, the production and distribution of

alcoholic beverages, and a bank for the mobility were copied verbatim

from the Chernihiv uh:.u

In the Nizhym and Baturyn regiomal elections, the Ukrainian
nobility and Rumiantsev's “tone of authority" finally provoked an open
clash. Rumiantsev presided at the meeting which elected polkovamyk
Terniviot as marshal and a local judicial official (zems'kyi suddia),

Lavrentii Selets'kyi, as deputy. After a postponement for the Easter
holidays, the reconvened assembly produced a nakaz which deputy

A1pid.

221pi4., p- 110; Noblemen living at some distance might have de-
Parted for their estates, but it seems more likely that the failure to
sign indicated a lack of support for the ideas expressed in the nakaz.

nsmm, Yol. IT (1899 &
. 116115 — LXVIII (1899), pp. 233-250; Maksimovich, Vybory,
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!-I"“'tﬂ refused to accept. Im fact, he had prepared another draft
Aich closely followed the Chernihiv nmakaz. Two of Rumiantsev's closest
collaborators, Oleksander Be:iborod'ko [Aleksandr Bezborodko] and Petro
zavadovs'kyl [Petr Zavadovskii] arrived at Nizhyn to drum up support for
the Selets'kyl makaz, Despite this pressure only six persons voted for
the Selets'kyl draft while fifty-five were nppuwd.n Faced by Selet-
¢'kyi's refusal to accept the assembly's nakaz, the Nizhyn nobility in-
sisted on electing another deputy and prevailed upon Marshal Ternaviot
to allow the election. The new deputy, Hryhorii Dolyns'kyi, received
the assembly's nakaz, which requested the confirmation of all rights
and privileges, especially the administration of justice according to
the Lithuanian Statute, the election of a hetman for Little Russia and
the Zaporothian Sich, the equalization of Ukrainian offices and titles
with Russian ones, a reduction in the ruble tax and the cancellation of
tax arrears, the alleviation of hardships caused by Russian troop gar-
risons, the creation of a commission to settle disputes between Russians
and Ukrainlans, and permission to purchase Cossack lmﬂs.:""

Infuriated by what had occurred im Nizhyn, Rumiantsev abrogated
Dolyns'kyi's election and fined all the nobles ten rubles for violatiom
of procedure. He then ordered the nobility to reconvene on May 15 and
sign what he considered the legal nakaz, the one drafted by Selets'kyi.
Of the fifty-five noblemen only sixteen gathered and mot ene signed.

Such defiance taxed Rumiantsev's patience and he ordered all the nobles

Z4Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 164.

25 _
B 168, A synopsis of this nakaz was published in Maksimovich, Vybory,
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ed.?® Especially alarmi

sted. pec ¥ Arming to Rumiantsev in the nullified naksz was
the request for the election of s hetman with the participation of the
gaporozhian Sich. Hé reported to Catherine:

1 sbrogated the election of the de ]

puty [Dolyns'k d

a report from the marshal [Terl'l.'wint] about who ::1 ??hi:;:‘:?:d

of bringing Egrlh the Stupid suggestion Concerning the el.l:l:':i.mr

of a hetman with the Participation of the Sich, and if there was

any correspondence about this with the Sich. As to the latter

they appear to me as simply di.suhediﬂ'll:, and as to the former ’

they always answer that they thought it up topether.<7 .
sich and Ternaviot denied any Possibility “that under my marshalship any-
one offered to write to the Zaporozhian Sich or that there was even any

28

thought about this." But Rumiantsev, bolstered by an authorizatiom

from the Senate, proceeded with ths t.rillt.“

Those defenders who held military positions were tried in a mili-
tary court while the rest were tried by a civilian court., Marshal
Ternaviot was spared a trial because of his "simplicity.">® The Ukrain-
fans showed little enthusiasm for the proceedings. Some appointad

judges claimed to be i11, five others resigned or failed to appear at

the court mﬂm.n The military tribunal which finally assembled

tried thirty-six Ukrainian officers and nobles under article 27 of the

Miﬂ'ﬁ.ﬂ-. Vybory, pp. 173-174.
27solov'ev, Vol. XIV, p. 44,

28y_ A. Miakotin, "Rozbor Sochineniia A. M. Lazarevskago: Opi-
sanle starol Malorossii, T. II, Polk "Nezhinskii'.” Otchet o tridtsat’

sed'mom prisuzhdenii nagrad grafa Uvarova (St. Petersburg: 1897), p.
54 (footnote

-

29The authorization was published in Viadimirskii-Budanov,
"Akty...," pp. 114-116.

5bid., p. 116. Slysksimovich, Vybory, p. 177.
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Wi 11847 Code and article 9 of the Naval Code. found them all guilty of
.11M1? disobeying an order, sentenced thirty-three to death and three

31
k. In reviewing the cases, the Little

to loss of titles and ran
Ruseian College sentenced twenty pPeople to death, and the rest to loss

of title and rank, with a proviso that they be registered as cosmon

muﬂl.‘“

The eighteen persons tried under civil law by the Ukrainian
general Court fared better. Unlike their military counterparts, they
were not jailed during the entire pProceedings. The trial focused on
wwo questions: the participation in the second and, in the official
opinion, illegal election; secondly, the refusal to recognize Rumian-
tsev's cancellation of the second election and the refusal to sign the
Selets'kyi nakaz. In essence they were being tried for disobedience of
higher authorities. Fourteen nobles were sentenced to perpetual banish-
ment and four to loss of title and rank. These sentences were subse-
quently changed by the Little Russian College to only tem banishments,
four losses of rank and the rest uﬂmtd&d.“ All cases were passed to
the Senate for final adjudication.

The central imperial authorities proved to be much more lenient.
In July 1768, the Senate changed all the sentences merely to loss of
title, rank, and right of obtaining any official position.’> Two years
later, after the Legislative Commission had been disbanded, four of the

324jakotin, Otchet, p. 63.
3Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 185. M1bid., p. 191.

¥Miakotin, Otchet, p. 62; Maksimovich in Vybory, pp. 193-197,
quotes the decision,
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wvl:tid noblemen petitioned directly to the Empress. Catherine de-
cided to pardon all the participants of the Nizhyn incident, and om

January 25, 1770, the Senate reinstated all their former ranks and

36
gitles.
Meanvhile, the Selets'kyi nakaz was officially recognized by

pamisntsev and submitted to the Legislative Commission. It differed

from the Chernihiv nakaz only in the deletion of a section pertaining

to the quartering of Russian troops and in the addition of two sections:
one concerned with the equalization of Ukrainian and Bussian ranks and
titles, the other dealing with the establishment of grain storage l:lrir-:.',"'ir
Sixteen nobles signed the official version and then only after the ar-
rest of the recalcitrants. " In contrast, fifty-five nobles signed the
Dolyns'kyi nakaz, which clearly expressed the real wishes of the Nizhyn
and Baturyn nobility.

In other elections opposition was muted. Im Hlukhiv, the admin-
istrative center of the Hetmanate, some of the highest-ranking Ukrainian
officers under the direct jurisdiction of Rumiantsev might have been ex-
pected to carry cut the program favored by the government. Yet, accord-
ing to Rumiantsev's report to Catherine, they feigned illness in order
to avoid taking a stand,

At both assemblies [those of the nobility and of the townsmen |
only Kochubei and one simple old man, General Justice Dublian-
$'kyl, were present from the elite. Because some of their rights
and customs were defamed...General Justice Zhurman, General

%Miskotin, Otchet, pp. 62-63.
SISIRIO, Vol. LXVIIT (1889), pp. 133-146 and pp. 233-250.

38Maksinovich, Vybory, p. 171.
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responsible for anything, they pleaded illness and asked permis-
sion to leave the city for better ajr, 39

The Hlukhiv assembly displayed its independence, however, by
electing as deputy Skoropads'ky4, who, though absemt, accepted. He was
known for his autonomist views and Wis even rumored to be a candidate
for huln_m Further evidence of an oppositionist frame of mind comes
from an anonymous circular which asserted that in the light of the com-
pletely satisfactory conditions of Ukrainian laws, privileges, and
freedom, the need for Ukraimian participation in the Legislative Assem-
bly was open to doubt. The group also repeated the argument made
elsewhere:

Concerning Your Imperial Excellency's decree of Decesber 14,

1766 about one law, published in all our counties [Fvﬂ.!]:
We do not understand why for some reason or other this de-

cree is applied to the Little Russianm country...for the Little

Russian nation on the basis of confirmed charters is judged

not by imperial statutes (ulozheniia) but by their own ln:.'“

Elections in Pchara, Pereiaslav, the Kiev polk, and Lubny were

held without incident, but a minor protest erupted in Pryluky. Three
officers serving in the Russian regiments stationed in the area pro=
tested the nakaz and refused to sign it, asserting that the Pryluky makaz
was not in the spirit of Catherine's manifesto, They did not, however,

specify their reasons.’?

thid., p. 211,

40KSt., No. 3 (1882), pp. 602-603; Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 214-
216, Skoropads'kyi was also elected deputy from two other noble assem.
blies (Chernihiv and Fryluky) and from the Hlukhiv mumicipality.

YMaksimovicy, Vybory, pp. 131-132,

'ul‘l'ﬂmtn. P. 10; also in Nakazy, pp. 229-230.
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Considering that approximately 950 nobles in the Hetmanate were
yavolved in the elections to the assemblies and in the formulation of
- sakazy, > the resistance to government pressure eloquently testifies
to the widespread support for autonomy among the Ukrainian elite. In
order to define the political aspirations of the Ukrainian nobility, it
{s pecessary to examine the nakazy themselves which, government inter-
ference potwithstanding, still are the best source for contemporary pub-
Mc opinien.

In seven of the ten nakazy the firse point expressed a desire
to sziatain the Ukrainian nobility's autonomous rights, citing the privi-
leges of Sigismund Augustus (1569) and the Lreaty of Bohdan ¥hmel'nyt-
s'kyl. Of the remaining three, only Starodub omits such a request,
while Chemnihiv and Nizhyn petitioned that these rights be included in
4 all-eacompassing imperial 1av.*® 1n Nizhyn and Starodus the original
wakazy, Wlch stressed Ukrainian autonomy, gained much greater support
than the official ones and only Rumiantsev's “tone of authority” softened
the Ghernihiv autonomist demands, Consequently, the Ukrainian nobility
¢losed ranks om the preservation of Ukrainian autonomy,

The mobility stood firmly behind their Property rights. oOmly
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cﬂﬂ"t lands finds expression in al} but three petitions (Poltava,
giukhiv, and Pohara), including both the suppressed and official nakazy
{n Nizhyn and Starodub.

All the nakazy, official and suppressed, contain some criticism
of the method and cost of stationing Russian troops in the Ukraine.
gight out of the tem official makazy requested either 3 repeal or re-
duction of the ruble tax which was supposed to pay for Russian garri-
sons in the Ukraine. Among the suppressed nakazy that of Starodub
sharply criticized the ruble tax. Finally, the Hlukhiv, Kiey polk,
Lubny, and suppressed Nizhyn nakazy also petitioned for the cancella-
tion of tax arrears.

The Ukrainian nobility also expressed various commercial inter-
ests. Seven nakazy wanted a guarantee of unlimited production and sale
of aleoholic beverages; six requested the right to export livestock and
other products, while four called for taz-free importation of sait,
especially from Crimea. None of these commercial concerns were men-
ticned in the two suppressed nakazy.

Seven naka:zy favored the establishment of a university, a cadet
school and a women's lyceum im the Ukraine. Three nakazy called for the
discontinuation of the census being taken at the time. Taking the Cher-
nikiv nakaz as an example, three others discussed the rights of the
nobility and the desirability of a nobles' bank. Three petitioned for
Permanent marshals of the mobility and surveys to determine boundary dis-
Putes between estates. Others expressed local concerns.’>

<
Sror these, see Appendix.
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Clearly, the nakazy indicate an oppositionist frame of mind among

the ikrainian nobles. They showed considerable resistance to the policy
of imperial integration and standardization. They reminded the imperial
government of the voluntary union of the Hetmanate with Muscovy, of the
neonfirmed privileges” this union entailed, and of the necessity of main-
taining the Ukrainian legal and administrative system. Universal com-
plaints against abuses in the quartering of Russian troops and persis-
tent Tequests for the equalization of Ukrainian ranks and titles with
the Russian denote dissatisfaction with these aspects of Ukrainian- -
Russian relations. Finally, the Ukrainian nobles expressed strong dis-
satisfaction with such key reforms initiated by Governor-General Rumjan-

tsey as the ruble tax and the general census,

The nobility's opposition was mot based solely on tradition er
sentiment but alse involved concrete problems of power, status, and
wealth, . Controlling administration, justice, and finance in the
Hetmanate, the starshyna-nobility, at least on the local level, wielded
considerable power. The steady erosion of Ukrainian autonomy raised
fears that their offices would be taken over by Russian bureaucrats.

In spite of their local power, the Ukrainian nobility suffered
discrimination on the imperial level. Because their offices were not
granted equal status with corresponding Russian ones, misunderstanding
and confusion often occurred whem Ukrainians had to deal with their Rus-
sian counterparts, so that nobles complained of abuse by even minor Rus-
sian officials.*® While Russians were ennobled automatically after

e

46The Poltava nakaz proposed establishing a speeial commission
Somposed of Russian and Ukrainian officers to arbitrate disputes.
- SR, Vo, Lxvini, p. 221.
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peaching 8 certain grade in the Table of Ranks, even the highest Ukrain-
tan offices did not bring with them Russian titles. Moreover, the
pkrainian nobles called themselves "shliakhta™ but were not recognized
as such by the imperial authorities. For the most part their nobility
vas of recent origin and very few possessed patents or charters of nobil-
jty issued by a Polish king or by the Russian tsar. The nakazy, there-
fore, rpeatedthe legend that their charters and heraldry books had been
destroyed during the many wars that engulfed the Hetmanate and duized that
other proofs of nobility should be used. These included service in a
military or civillan post or descent from an important official and owner-
ship of estates, forests, or other property usually held by the nobility.47

But land ownership could hardly serve as an indicator of nobility,
since many starshyna-nobles possessed land under dubious legal claims.
Frequently they occupied rank lands which their ancestors once held in
connection with an office--lands which should have reverted to the Ukrain-
ian treasury. Even property given by a hetman or a title confirmed by a
hetman was not indisputable proof of ownership, for after Peter I the het-
man could no longer make such grants without the tsar's approval 48 Simi.

larly, a 1739 ukaz forbade the sale of Cossack lands and homesteads. Both

decrees were ignored, and, consequently, titles to many properties could

be challenged. This together with increased taxation helps explain the

47see the official Starodub nakaz, SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, pp. 191-192.
48

. Wi . Iakovliv, Ukrains'ko-moskovs'ki dohovory v XVIT-XVIII vikakh,
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pobles' objections to the Rumiantsev census,

Although the nobility was txempt from the ruble tax, the
peasants living on the noble's estate were not. In some areas the
1andlords were forced to pay for the impoverished peasants.%? pcca-
slonally peasants would flee to avoid the tax or move to estates of
1andlords who would pay the tax for them.5® For part of the Ukrain-
fan nobility the tax meant economic dislocation and ever-increasing
demands by the Russian state on the peasants under nobility contral.
Hence, the nobility reminded the Russian authorities that according to
the privileges of Sigismund Augustus, various treaties with Muscovy,
snd, especially, an ukaz given by Peter I in 1708 and 1709, "ot a
penny was to be taken from the Little Russian ptup!e.“m

More acute was the issue of comtinued abuses in the stationing
of Russian troops, abuses which should have been at least partially
alleviated by the ruble tax. The nobles! exemption from troop quarter-
ings were usually ignored, and they were forced to Put up soldiers and
officials, who demanded food, firewood, candles and forage,5? Troops
quartered im peasants' houses on noble estates placed the peasants under
& dual hardship; the peasants were required to quarter and, in fact,
supply the soldiers assigned to their houses while also paying the ruble

95ee the Pryluky nakaz, SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, p. 226.
S01. Telichenko, “Soslovnyia...,* KSt., No. 10 (1890), p. 96.
Slpchara nakaz, SIRIO, Vol LXVIII, p. 207, and others.

*ZSIRI0, Vol. LXVIII, Starodub nakaz, P. 197; Pohara nakaz,
P- 208; Poltava nakaz, p. 220, and others,
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¢at. THUS, the Russian authorities and the nobles were in competition
gor the services of the peasantry. As a result, the Ukrainian nobility
¢ried mot ouly to free themselves from quarterings, but requested that
peasants under their jurisdiction also be exempted, even suggesting

that LTOOPS be garrisoned only in the towns, >~

The most striking characteristic that emerges from the Ukrainian
pobility's makazy is insecurity. On the imperial scale, the nobleman
Fff“""" »ll the functions of nobility without a title, owned estates
without having them legally acknowledged, competed with the imperial
treasury and military for the services of the peasants, and occasionally
was forced to have Russian troops in his very home. Consequently, the
pobility asked for the equali:zation of offices, for titles of nobility,
for the recognition of all land holdings, for a reduction of the ruble
tax and for exemption from quartering troops on their estates. But
until these requests were granted, the starshyna-nobility's only legal
basis for power, status, and wealth lay in the special rights and
privileges of the Hetmanate. Their confirmation maintained the Ukrain-
ian nobility's prerogatives and any threat to these rights was, of
course, vigorously opposed.

Apart from these tangible concerns in defense of autonomy the
Ukrainian starshyna-nobility exhibited a locally oriented, even paro-
chial outlook. They were emotionally attached to their native land,

to native ways, to mative history. Despite encouragement and even

- - —_—

Vol. LXVIII, Chernihiv nakaz, pp. 241-243; official

S3s1R10
Nizhyn nakaz, p. 142.
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siderable official pressure, they were loath to admit any fault in

4 . .
While Catherine and her advisors were

their system of government.
considering 2 more rational organization of government and while many
pussian nobles were trying to define their roles in s new age,>> the

(krainian nobility saw the solution of all problems in the reconfirma-

tion of the privileges of Sigismund Augustus (1569) and the treaty con-
cloded by Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi (1654).

3. Cossack Elections and Makazy

Because Catherine's manifesto did not provide amy guidelines for
the conduct of Cossack elections, Rumiantsev decided to apply the same

procedures for the Cossacks as were outlined for the odnodvortsi.~®

In this manner he assured the participation only of rank-and-file Cos-
sacks, for the Cossack officers would never permit themselves to be
equated with the lowly odnodvortsi. This decision, however, antagonized
some Cossacks who considered themselves as being much higher on the
social scale than the odnodvortsi--in fact, as being equal to the

Inillitf.“
As adapted to Ukrainian conditions, the electoral procedures

Sdne government-controlled nakazy of Chernihiv, Nizhyn and
Starodub contain a relatively mild form of criticisa.

S5See P. Dukes, Catherine, pp. 145-153.

56These were state peasants, descendants of minor state officials,
and had a special position between the peasantry and petty geatry.

$7Hadiach makaz, Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 269.
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prﬂVlﬂ'd for a Cossack delegate from a cluster of villages, most likely

or part of one. All the kurin's and villages were to send

s kurin’,

selegates to the sotnia headquarters for the elections of sotnia repre-

sentative, and the composition of a sotnia nakaz. Finally, representa-

tives from all the sotnias of the polk were to elect a deputy for the
Commission, and all the naka:y were to be combined into ome nakaz for
the whole polk.

The regulations were too complex to be carried out precisely in

Rumiantsev himself contributed to the chaos by confusing

every case.
the second for the first stage in one of his election orders.>® Hardly

any elections were held on the first level and most began at the sotnia

In some¢ polks the nakazy remained at this level with no effort
In other

level.
to amalgate them into a common nakaz for the entire polk.

pelks at least a common summary was made of the sotnia nakazy, some-

times called extracts (abstrakty). For still others, no nakazy were
written at the sctnla level and only one nakaz was compused at the polk

level. As a result, each of the ten polks of the Hetmanate prepared
anywhere from cne to twenty-seven nakazy.

Rumiantsev's electoral procedures also failed to achiecve his
original goal that the Cossack nakazy reflect the views of the rank
and file rather than the starshyma. Since the second and third stages
of the elections were held in administrative centers, the Cossack offi-
cials were afforded the opportumnity to manipulate the final versions
of the nakazy., So :u:c;ssful was the starshyna in influencing the

e e —

S8aksimovich, Vybory, p. 229.
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cossack nmakaty that all cosplaints against themselves were virtually
gliminated. Only the Chemnihiv nakaz and two Perefaslav sotnia nakazy
discuss the abuses perpetrated by the Cossack starshyna or nobility.
fn the Chernihiv polk all the electors came from the villages directly
to Chernihiv, where they elected a deputy and composed the nakaz.
Having bypassed the sotnia stage, the whole procedure was conducted
by local representatives--rank-and-file Cossacks--and gave little op-
portunity for interference by either sotnia or polk officials.
pmiantsev negated an attempt to prepare a new nakaz under the super-
vision of the starshyna although this would have conformed to the regu-

utim.ﬂ In the Pereiaslav polk, eighteen sotnia nakazy were written,

fourteen of them virtually identical. From the four nakazy which

escaped the polk editor, only two broached the problem of extensive
expropriation of Cossack property by large landowners, the starshyna or

nobility.
The Starodub polk nakaz best illustrates the manner in which

the starshyma manipulated the outcome. Polkovnyk Khovanskii, the
government supervisor, indicated in his report to Rumiantsev that the
Cossacks strongly resisted any suggestions for changing the sotnia
nakazy.®® The amalgamation of eleven sotnia nakazy into one polk nakaz,
however, resulted in the deletion of complaints about the seizure of
Cossack properties by the starshyna and about the landlords® attempts

—

S1bid., pp. 231-234.
60xakazy, p. 217.
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co force the Cossacks to perform various peasant labor nhliintil:mi-.m

In view of Cossack opposition to any changes, these alterations were
sccosplished most 1ikely without their kmewledge.

Despite the incomplete documentary Ei‘id!‘ﬂtﬂ,ﬁz there are many

yndications of similar starshyna pressures in the other polks. In the
poltave polk, Rumiantsev himself placed the nakazy into the hands of

the starshyma by ordering the Poltava polkovnyk to review the elec-

tions for possible iml\llﬂitiel-ﬂ The final nakaz in Pryluky was

written by chancellor Petro Piatyhors'kyi under the supervision of the
nuh.ll:ltr.“ In the Mythored polk the starshyna attespted teo change
the representative of the Sorochyntsl sotnla, which resulted in the

6lThese changes were repeated inm seven out of eleven sotnia
pakary. Other deletions included a complaint of heavy taxatiom by
the clergy (one nakaz), an accusation of abuse by Russian soldiers

(one nakaz), and a request for repayment for horses and forage taken
in previous campaigns., Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 237.

6250t only is there a scarcity of documents about the Blectoral
procedures but not even all the nakazy are available. While all the
nzkazy of the nobility and townsmen were published, omly four Cos-
sack nakazy were ever published in full--Chernihiv, Starodub, Pryluky
snd Myrhorod. On the basis of the materials provided by Maksimovich,
it is possible to reconstruct fully the contents, if not the wording,
of the nakazy of three more polks--Perciaslav, Poltava, and Lubny.
Finally, for the Kiev, Nizhyn and Hadiach polks certain points of the
nakazy are mentioned by Maksimovich, but a full elucidation of them
is impossible without the original makazy, probably located im Soviet
archives. Since the Revolution no one has worked with this material.
The Soviet historian 0. I. Putro in a recent article dealing specifi-
cally with the Cossack nakazy utilized only published materials. See
0. 1. Putro, "Do pytannia pro antyfeodal'nu borot'bu ukrains'koho
kozatstva v druhii polovyni XVIII st.,” Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhur-

mal, No, & (1971), pp. 99-103.

®Makazy, p. 291.
S4Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 244.
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gotnid boycotting the polk level elections ™ Similarly, for Kiev,
Nizhyms and Hadiach polks the influencs of the starshyna is uidmt.“
starshyns control reached its highest point in Lubny, where the Cossack
pakaz, with a fev minor alterations, was an exact copy of the nakaz
submitted by the Lubny nobi lity, %7 Consequently, the Cossack nakazy
pave to be utilized with caution, for with the exception of the
(hernihiv and, partially, the Pereiaslav polks, all the nakazy were
wa,mr scrutinized by mesbers of the starshyna and reflect the wishes
of the rank and file Cossacks only to the extent that they are mot in
conflict with interests of the starshyma,

The Cossack nakary strongly defended the autonomy of the Het-
manate. The nakazy from nine out of ten polks requested the confirma-
tion of all Little Russian rights and privileges, and three called for
the election of a hetman., The Cossacks of eight polks supported the
traditional election of officers and in five polks reminded the authori-
ties that as privileged warriors they should be equilly honored with
the nobility.®®

In order to sift out the wishes of the Cossacks from those of
the starshyna-nobility, we must censult the one available makaz which
escaped the scrutiny of the nobility, Chernihiy. .. It depicts

“slllh:r_. p. 285,
SMaksinovich, Vybory, pp. 242-250, 255-256. 266-270.
7For a comparison of the two see Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 258.

‘tﬁlr the most frequent Cossack requests see chart No. 3. Other
desands made by the Cossacks are listed in the Appendix.
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che Cossacks as being used and abused by the starshyna,
Many Cossacks, because of the above mentioned purchases and
seizures of Cossack lands by all sorts of l.'.-ndil"::rds. sotnyks

and starshyna, and other Cossacks because of great pressure
and fear, leave their Cossack lands to the Ia.ndlnrdz, un -

willingly become Eidmlairl'ur_ [class of landl 1
or go abroad or to other places. 69 SE e

Although the Chernihiv nakaz diverges sharply from the others
in its attitude toward the starshyna, it concurs in the espousal of
sutonomy. This indicates that the autonomist wishes were mot meTely
tnserted by the mobility into the Cossack nakazy. In fact, the star-
shyna-nobility's rele took the form of censoring rather than composing
the nakazy for the Cossacks. It is possible, however, that such out-
right political demands as the election of & hetman were stromgly ea-

couraged by some noblemen who were unable to include theam in their own
makazy. But there i5 no indication that the defense of Ukrainian

autonomy was antithetical to Cossack wishes or interests. On the com-

trary, the rights and privileges that the Cossacks possessed and wanted
to maintain or restore were based on the same privileges of Sigismmd

Augustus and the treaty points of Hetman Bohdan thmel'myts’kyi as that
of the starshyna, for the starshyna-nobility, in reality, was no more
than the upper stratum of Cossacks.

Because the Cossacks and the newly formed nobility were not
Juridically sharply differentiated, the Cossacks had similar rights--
exemption from taxation, rights to ownership of land, various commer-

¢ial privileges, and a similar duty--to provide military service. This

Nakazy, p. 145.
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cJose connection with the starshyma-nobility was mot forgotten by the
cossacks. 1a Fryluky they claimed that Cossack status was “from ancient
¢imes based on the same laws legislated for the shliakhta and...there-
gore they utilized shliakhta privilnges."m while in Chernihiv Cossacks
u:lﬂ" that they "ought to utilize Cossack freedoms and dvorianin

m_n“ Thus, for many Cossacks Ukrainian sutonomy meant equality

yith the mobility.
Another request--the continued free election of officers--would

pot caly give Cossacks greater influence in regulating the Cossack army
aod in administering the region, but it would also provide an opportun-
ity for upward social mobility. Although Cossack officers had been at
one time indeed elected, this practice now became a mere formality--if
Fgr.i:di at .n'u A renewed practice of electing officers would again
give Cossacks the possibility of entering the znachne tovarystve and
into the Ukrainian shliakhta. Kot that the path of upward mobility was
entirely closed; a wealthy Cossack, serving in the administration, with

comnections to the hetman or mow to the Little Russian College, could

still enter into the Ukrainian aristocracy. But by then fewer such

possibilities existed for the Ukrainian mobility was becoming a closed
astats limited to members of the more outstanding families.

Mpryluky nakaz, in Nakazy, p. 153.
Tljakazy, p. 142.

72y A. Diadychenko in Ma suspil’no-politychnoho ustroiu
Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy kintsia XVI E'Lratku' :w"]x r!:1 st. (Kiev: 1959),
PP. 252-256, describes how fictitious these elections were by the begin-

Ring of the eighteenth century.
uI-. Okinshevych, Znachne, pp. 120-171.
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phile jurddically the Cossacks were close to the nobility, econo-
Jeally and socially they frequently resemblied the peasantry. Cossack
I-‘l’"""ﬂmt constantly reduced the number of battle-ready Cossacks
od efforts to reverse this trend by prohibiting the sale of Cossack
Jands gailed. Apparently, Cossack lands were still being sold or even
seized by the nobles and clergy. The Chernihiv and two Pereiaslav nakazy
pleaded for the continuation of this prohibition, while others petitioned
for the right to sell and purchase Cossack lands. Undoubtedly this
yas included at the urging of the starshyna.

As the Cossacks were unable to perform fully their main task of
fighting, they assumed more and more auxilliary functions, such as the
construction of fortresses, the patrolling of borders, even the building
of roads and canals. The Cossacks objected to being used for such "com-
son" non-military labor as not befitting their rank and denigrating to
their r:llhu.“ These duties also contributed to Cossack economic
decline, for they frequently entailed long absences from their homes,
resulting in neglect of crops and other domestic m.rl:."m.'....?'l'r|r Like the
nobles, the Cossacks resented quarterings which frequently necessitated
sbsothing the cost of the soldiers' or officials’ upkeep, even providing
him with horses.’®

In addition to this hardship, more than half the Cossacks

Mhernihiv nakaz in Nakazy, p. 147.

see the following nakazy: Chernihiv, Nakazy, p. 147;
Statodub, Ibid., p. 155; Myrhorod. ITbid., p. 164,

——

"Myrhorod nakaz, Ibid.
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[19!.1"-'51'7? became lisble for the full ruble tax. Until them, the
Piwmtr (Cossack helpers), performing only auxilliary Ffunctions
in 1ieu of military service, were assessed half the tax rate required
of Pﬂ.ﬂnti and burghers. No issue provoked such unanisous hostility
o8 the newly introduced tax. First, it substantially increased the tax
pyrden of the pidpomichnyky. Second, since the pidpomichayky lived
with and assisted the starshyna or regular Cossacks, some of this tax
purden was passed on to the latter, Third, it produced a large group
of Cossacks who were indistinguishable from the peasants as far as
taxation was concerned. In fact, many of these Cossacks were il ready
forced to perform peasant obligations to the landlords, and thers was

s real danger of completely merging with the peasantry. Under such
¢circmstances the Cossacks were especially anxious to regain their
ancient privilegss--guaranteed by custom and treaties--of being honored
warriors exempt from all taxation,

Another innovation of Rumiantsev which caused great concerm among
the Cossacks was the census. Cossacks of eight polks wished the census
then under way to be terminated., The reason given was that it did not
follow Ukrainian census taking procedures and thus viglated their rights
and F:I.ﬂla:n:." Perhaps the real reason for this opposition was that
many of the regular Cossacks’® were hardly in a better position than the
pidpomichnyky and the Cossacks feared that they too would lose their

nﬁ:md!n; to the 1764 census, Shafomskii, p. 85,

"pryluky nakaz, Nakazy, pp. 159-160.

Hlmnu
ng to the 1764 census there were 174,886 regular Cos-
facks, Shafonskii, p. 85.
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jon as well as their social status,
exenpt

thus, the fate of the Cossacks depended on the continuation of

Ukrainian rights and privileges. The unattractive alternative

special

jther merger with the peasantry or entrance into Russian military
was ®

i The Cossacks, therefore, viewed Ukrainian autonomy as a means
unlts.
of social and economic survival, as a way of regaining lost rights and

tus, and even as a possibility for obtaining a foothold in the aristo-
STALESy

cracy-
The extent of Cossack attachment to native ways and native adsin-

yserative systems is best demonstrated by the Cossscks who were excluded
from the Hetmanate just prior to Legislative Commission. The Kremenchuk
and Dlasiv sotnias were part of the Myrhorod polk until 1764, when they
were attached to the newly formed New Russia gubernia. The Cossacks
refused to participate in their gubernia elections, and in violation of
government prohibitions, wrote a nakaz, elected a deputy, and semt him
to the Commission Assembly. In the petition--signed by many Cossacks,
some starshyna and even five peasants--the members of these sotnias la-

pented that:

»»sCustoms sacredly amd perpetually guaranteed by the laws
of your Imperial Highness's ancestors have been greatly
altered by newly-introduced practices; for example, the re-
organization of our sotnia towns, calling them rotas or
kineria polks; the maming of our former sotnyks and sotnia
s as rotmistry and other rota officers: the naming
and describing our sotnia chancellery as a rota government.
Ne signed below do not wish at all to be excluded from Little
Russia and do not want to register for pikineria service,,, 81

*%. Miller in "Pikineriia,” KSt. (1899), No. 12, describes the
?‘lﬂitlut of Ukrainian Cossacks for Russian units and the unpopular-
¥ of this kind of service among Cossacks.

*Maksimovich, vybory, p. 267.
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town Elect jons and Nakazy
.'lr l-l'.'—-_

the sending of
In accordance with Catherine's manifesto frepresentatives to the

egislative Commission from towns with fewer than fifty houses was op-
uuﬂl-u This implied that all towns with oyer fifty houses would

Pru;ipnte automatically. In the Hetmanate there were over a hundred
such tﬂﬂi-” The literal application of Catherine's guidelines would
pave resulted in & greater number of doputies from towns than of all

other participants combined (i.e. over 100 town deputies to twenty for
ihe Cossacks snd noblemen). The supervision of so many elections would

pave constituted a formidsble problem. Furthermore, some of the towns

in question were populated primarily by Cossacks and peasants and con-

tained very fow burghers. Thus, Governor-General Rumiantsev decided

that the following fourteen towns had the right to elect deputies for

the Commission: Novhorod-Sivers'kyi, Starodub, Chemmihiv, Lubny, Nizhym,
Pohary, Kozelets', Pereiaslav, Oster, Hlukhiv, Hadiach, Serochyntsi,
Poltava, and ?trlult?." The disenfranchised towns, however, were per=
sitted to send directly to Rumiantsev petitions dealing with municipal
needs. **

It is not known how many towns took advantage of this right,

for though seversl references to such petitions can be found, the actual

$%852, No. 12,801 (December 13, 1766), Yol. XVII, p. 1,101,

According to G. Maksimovich there were 113--Vybory, p. 94.
¥ibid., p. 11.

%1 order was published by Vladimirskii-Budsaov, "Akty," p. 99.
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ests are unavailable S

The towns selected by Rumiantsev to send delegates shared the
comaon distinction of being historic, administrative and economic cen-
¢ers where elections could be conveniently supervised, Apparently mere
size was mot the deciding factor, for it varied from 1,113 houses in
gishyn to 231 houses in Pohary, and many of the excluded towns were
jarger than those included in Rumiantsev's 1ise. %7 The disenfranchise-
pent of such important towns as Baturyn, Pochep, and Bereino indicates
s certain arbitrariness on the part of Rumiantsev in making his selec-
tions. :

The election procedures were of two kinds. In the larger cities
snd towns all eligible townsmen were to elect an assesbly of one hundred
men, who in turn elected a chairman in the presence of a government
representative. The chairman then supervised the assembly in the elec-
tion of a deputy and the writing of the nakaz. In the szaller towns
the election of the chairman and deputy was to have been direct, without
any intermediary assembly.

According to Catherine's manifesto, the main criterion for the
participation in town elections was the ownership of a bm.ue.“ In the

Ivan Telychenko (Telichenko) in “Soslovyia, nuzhdy i zhelaniia. . .
ISt. (1890), No. 8, p. 182, mentions such small towns as Mrin, Boryspol',
mlir. Dlyshivka, Nosivka, Xobyshcha, Bobrovytsia, Murovs'k, and
Krolovets'. G. Maksimovich was unable to locate these petitions either
In the funds cited by Telychenko or anywhere else in the Kharkiv archive

» P- 19). A. A. Vasil'chikov had access to the Boryspol' peti-
tion which he quoted in Semeistvo Rozumovskikh, Vol. I, p. 157 (footnote).

#Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 12-14.

8point five of the city election rules, PSZ, No. 12,801 (Decem-
ber 14, 1766), Vol. XVII, p. 1,101.
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gotmanate householders included not only the burghers but also nohies,
xs, and clergymen. While the clergy technically qualified for
anicipal elections, no clergymen took part, except in Lubny.

In the town elections social strifs overshadowed the problem of
Jutonosy - Although virtually all the elections and nakazy reflect the
woum dwellers® keen interest in the rights and prerogatives of each
gmicipality, they show little concern for the autonomy of the Hetman-
ste a3 & whole. Only in Hlukhiv were autonomist views sufficiently
Rumiantsev reported to Catherine:

evident.

The nakazy from Hlukhiv [both from the nobility and from
nobility and from the townsmen--Z. K.] were concluded
with difficulty...they did not want any mmicipal district,
er any other new establishments, but at all times were
substantiating their former rights and freedoms and no
matter how hard the mmicipal chairman, Land Judge Derhun,

[tried to change their opinion--Z. K.], many living in
the city maintained their former ideas. 89
Since hardly any burghers signed the Hlukhiv makaz.-eleven out
of fifty plﬂitlﬂlﬂtlﬂ—-m may presume that the nakaz represented
the mobility, Cossacks, and especially the many petty officials and
clerks who lived in the administrative capital of the Hetmanate. In

the end, the views of Rumiantsev and Derhun prevailed, for the Hlukhiv

nakaz contains no autonomist requests. The only other mention of Ukrain-
isa autonomy occurred in the Lubny nakaz, which was subsequently declared

mll and void. 9!

®Maksimovich, Vybory, p. 77.

S0SIRID, Vol. CXLIV 128-129. Hlukhiv also elected in absen-
- mi‘ L} “ H a ‘ E“
tia Mm'tﬂ, eell-tnoun autonomist, 23 deputy.

| akazy, p. 138.
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confusion concerning participation, procedure, and eligibility

gesulted in the cancellation of several elections. In Hadiach and
gorochyntsi, according to the government representative, Quartersaster-

ceneral Kochubei, there were mo burghers, only Cossacks, nobles and
peasnts. Also, the towns were under the jurisdiction of Cossack admin-
gstration and did not have any self-government.”? Since the Cossacks
gnd nobles already participated in elections of their own, Rumiantsev
decided that holding town elections would be mere duplication and can-
celled ﬂlﬂ.g! In Hadiach the elections were in the initial stage of
registering the inhabitants, while in Sorochyntsi a chairman and deputy

had slready been elected; in neither case was a nakaz wvritten.*

fochubei's report on the lack of burghers may well have been inaccurate.
According to Shafons'kyi's calculations in 1785-86, there were 846
purghers in Hadiach and thirty Ukrainian merchaats.”> It is wnlikely

that all the burghers came after 1767. Hadiach had formerly been

attached to the office of hetman. With the abelition of that office in

1764, the town was granted to Kyrylo Rozumovs "kyi .H Consequently,
burghers were probably not counted as such but as servitors of a landlord.
In both cases, it was in the interests of the landlords to disenfranchise

the burghers.

?iskazy, p. 283.

”Mﬂ p. 288.
HMpaksimovich, p. 283.

958hafonskii, p. 629.

9%1bid., p. 630.
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The elections in Pryluky and Lubny were also nullified. In

mlﬂf the pre-election register of citizens contained

In spite of Rumiantse

only hurghﬁrs.g?

v's coaxing, the higher nobility did not partici-

pate. On the other hand, the chairman

o8
canks of the nobility. Rumiantsev decided to nullify this election

and deputy were elected from the

for reasons which were at variance with each other: first, that all

the city homeowners (i.e., the higher nobility) did not participate:
second, that the election of a noble chairman and deputy deprived the

purghers of their rights. Catherine and the Semate eventually agreed
to this nullification.”?

No naka: was ever written and the town did not
send a deputy to the Commission.

The extent of confusion prevailing in these elections is best
exemplified in Lubmy. First an election took Place, under the supervi-
sion of a government official, with almost exclusively burgher partici-
pation, and the mayor--a mobleman--was elected as chairsan. Then, acting
on an order from Rumiantsev, the government representative snnulled the
election. A new election, with fewer burghers participating, resulted
in the nobility and Cossacks controlling the choices for chairman and
deputy, as well as the composition of the nakai, Rumiantsev moted that
30 few burghers--39 out of 191--signed the nakaz that he decided to

abrogate the llnﬂm.lm Finally, Rumiantsev asked the inhabitants to

9MMaksimovich, Vybory, pp. 86-87.
9Nakazy, p. 231.

Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 89-91.
1%0akazy, pp. 136-137.
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gorvard 8 petition to him instead of the normal nakaz. % The fate of
he petition is unknown; if it ever was drawn up, it has not been found
by researchers. What has remained is the voided Lubny nakaz represent-

the interests of the nobility and Cossacks, with some burgher points
102

ing
Wm most balanced compromise was reached in the largest city of

the Hetmanate, Hi:h:m.m! Here the various segments of the population
yrote sepsrate nakazy, signed them, and then combined them into one nakaz.
Consequently, the Nizhyn nakaz has separate points from the nobles and
Cossacks, the burghers, the Greek brotherhood, and the Russian merchants.
The Greek brotherhood was a long-established privileged trading company
which controlled the activities of Greek merchants not only for the
Hetmanate but Russia as well. As there were only eleven Russian mer-

104

chants registered in Nizhyn, it was somewhat unusual that they were

pernitted to have their own separate nakaz. The Nizhyn electoral proce-
dures, however, resulted in inconsistencies and contradictions in the

nakaz inasmuch as the requests of various interest groups -:unﬂicttd.lﬂs'

Elsewhere either the gentry and Cossacks or the burghers controlled

- 101The elections are described in Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 45-

102ph1ished in Nakazy, pp. 124-141.

103
Kiev was larger but, in this ! i
] . period, lay outsid in-
istrative jurisdiction of the Hetmanate. Ni I.Fl}"l'i {n l?ﬁ; :a;hT T‘:l;m

S+ G. Maksimovich, Deiateclnost', PP. 95-98 and Vybory, pp. 12-14

1

Nhhsimﬂd&. Vybory, p. 62,

1

055ee charts and Appendix for details.
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the election and the composition of the nakaz. In Poltava, the govern-

gent supervisor, Semen Kochubei, reported to Rumiantsev on the difficul-
eles in bringing together these two Eroups to write a nakaz.

1 have noticed that the interests of the burghers are

cempletely in opposition to the interests of people in

the military realm [Cossacks and their officers--Z. K,

and because of this, it is difficult to hope that they
can forward identical nakazy to the deputy. 106

Apparently 3 real struggle developed, for two nakazy were written, cne
of them, unsigned, representing the hurghtﬂ.m? and another, the offi-

108

cial signed nakaz. The latter lacks burgher complaints against the

Cossack administration, the nobility and starshyna.'"?

In Xozelets', Oster, Pereiaslav, Hlukhiv and Lubny, the nakazy
were expurgated by the ncbility and Cn:n:ks*“n The influence of the
burghers in the composition of these nakazy probably depended upon their
strength and vehemence. Two of the nakary--Pereiaslav and Poltava--go
further in placating the burghers than others, but none can be con--
sidered as the free expression of their wishes.

The burghers, on the other hand, won control in Pchary, Novhorod-
Sivers'kyi, Starodub and Chernihiv. In Pohary, the mayor, ten noblemen,
four Cossacks and two merchants denounced the chairman and the nakaz,)}!

106Nakazy, p. 286.

107pyblished in Nakazy, pp. 113-123.

108pub1ished in SIRIO, Vol. CLXIV, pp. 13-21.
109gee charts for comparison.

10h0wn by Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 64-79, 45-51,
"Mpublished in Nakazy, pp. 222-223.
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e chairman in tum wrote a letter to Rumlantsey accusing the mayor
of corruption and the nobles of sbusing the burghers and obstructing
che .lﬂtlﬂn-”: The subsequent investigation proved the chairman cor-
sect; the mayor, in order to cover up his own illegal activities, joined
ﬂlﬂblﬂ in an attempt to disenfranchise the burghur:illl This
“ﬂuul in a complete burgher victory: of 117 signatures on the Pohary
nakaz, not one ls that of a nobleman or a Cossack, !4 In the remaining
towns the burgher victory was not as complete, but in a1l of them the

{nterests of the nobility and Cossacks were represented only to the ex-

tent permitted by the hlr:ghm.ug

As a consequence, some striking differences eserged between the
two groups of mmicipal nakazy. All the burgher-cortrolled nakazy re-
quested that foreigners, visitors, Cossacks and nobles liviag in the
towns be subject to municipal authorities. None of the other nmakazy
pade such a request for the nobility or Cossacks. One nakaz reflecting
the nobility's views, however, agreed that foreigners should be under
mmnicipal control, but the Greeks and Russians in Nithyn, of course,

vanted to maintain their ewn judicial procedures.
Another area of conflict centered on the right of trade and manu-

facturing. Six nakazy, five burgher-controlled and ome nobility-con-
trolled, objected to the nobles', Cossacks', foreigners' and

U2pptter published in Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 64-66.
IHMd-. W' H"ﬁt oy

Msipio, vol.\exeiv (1914), p. 75.

115This was shown by Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 23-38.
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nﬂﬂ‘"i““" trading or manufacturing without performing any munici-
pal duties of paying any municipal tares., Two of the nobles’ makazy
"q’.,"d the confirmation of the rights of all townsmen to engage in
ﬂmm and trade, but three others allowed that this right should
pe curbed for foreigners and Russians. The Greeks and Russians in
withyn, however, wanted their privileged position continued, Finally,
the Oster naka: contained a request for both the confirmation and the
cortailment of poble rights to manufacture.

Both types of nakazy asked for puarantees of various previous
mmicipal rights and privileges, including the Magdeburg Law. The
purghers, however, showed a much keener interest im the restorstion of
town autonomy, and the reversion of land, villages, mills once under
its jurisdiction but now controlled by the Cossack administration or
private individuals.

The stationing of Russian troops and the quartering of various
officers and officials was a serious problem for Ukrainien towns. Many
of the nakazy called for a more equitable system of quartering officials;
three nakazy asked that Cossack officers--who were excmpt by law--also
provide quarters for troops and officials. The nakazy also coaplained

of having to provide the quartered officials with candles, firewood,

and forage for their horses. Finally, five nakary requested the removal

of at least some military personnel stationed in their towm.
Taxation was another vital concern of townsmen. A split developed

over the ruble tax. In three nakazy the burghers wanted a slight reduc-

tion while the nobility and Cossacks strengly opposed the ruble tax im

their nakazy. All groups favored the camcellation of tax arrears, while
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requested the reduction of tariffs om salt imported from

(pe RODIES

cﬂ‘.r
The towm
rages and wanted payment when drafted to work on state pro-

jnhabitants also asked for the right to produce alco-

polic Deve
Other Tequests were either of a local nature or else did not

il 126
r frequently enough to warrant consideration.
pccu

The nakazy clearly demonstrate the imability of Ukrainian towns
o maintain their autonomy, their mmicipal rights. The Cossacks and
chelr adninistration penetrated the towns, even those which possessed
the Magdeburg I.nr.!ﬂ This is mot surprising, considering that the
rowmis also served as administrative centers for polks and sotnias (e.g..
Chernihiv, Starodub, Poltava, and Lubny were polk administrative cen-
ters). The Cossack administration in the town dominated the mmicipal
government, and in some cases assumed some of its ﬁmctim-l‘“ Conse-
quently, the surrounding villages, meadows, and mills which once helped
support the towns were easily appropriated by either the Cossack admin-
istration or even private individuals.

Such administrative penetration contributed to the influx of non-
burghers into towns, especially of starshynma-nobility and Cossacks.
Being liable only to the Cossack administration, they were outside the

jurisdiction of the mumicipality and its court system. This gave the

126For all other town requests see Appendix.

u?Thil is discussed in P. Klymenko, "Misto i terytoria na

mﬂ.lltl oA He-‘l“n
shchyny (1654-1767 rr.),"™ ZIFV -
(1926), po. 300.357. " ( )s [V]uaN, Bk, VEI-VIII

128500 chart No. 4 for examples.
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d Cossacks a distinct legal advantage over the burghers,
hyns a0
stars
rmOTE, the starshyna and Cossacks paid no mumicipal taxes and
-d N0 gunicipal duties, though they engaged in trade and indus-
purghers becape Cossacks or servitors of the noblemen in order to
Lry-
town taxes and responsibilities. This and continued trading
escape

and manufacturing by the noblemen's peasant subjects created disarray

in the guild systems of the tm:,u? and contributed to the decline

of the purghers. Considering that the clergy and foreigners were also
uapt from town obligations, the town contained an ever growing number
of people who took advantage of town facilities but contributed nothing

to the governance or upkeep of the town. In their own towns, the
purghers found themselves at a distinct legal, ecomomic, and adminis-

trative disadvantage.
The burghers believed that the remedy for this situation was to

dvi2in pew recognition of their ancient rights and privileges, including
the Magdeburg Law, which was to be translated from Polish into Russian.
Not only would this assist the burghers, most of whom no longer knew
Polish, but it would also facilitate appeals to the Russian government.
In fact, recognition of Ukrainian town rights by the Russian authorities
vas the only way to offset the pressure exerted by the Cossack adminis-
tration. Yet the burghers themselves were not clear about what town
autonomy and Magdeburg Law entailed, though implicit in the nakazy is
the belief that it would free them from the Cossack administration, put

3l town inhabitants under mmicipal jurisdiction, permit only burghers

)

X
1
Bpohary nakaz, SIR10, Vol. CXLIV, pp. 81-82.

El
&
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co enEHE® in trade and industry, and restore former municipal property.

a aY case the burghers specifically requested that these points be
pﬁ“‘i py the Empress. Furthermore, the burghers of Pohary even
ced 8 1752 ukaz issued by Empress Elizabeth forbidding trade in

-pative mérchants and nnn-hur;hcr:.lm This had nothing

cowns for non
¢o do with the ancient rights of Ukrainian towns and indicates that at
Jeast soB¢ burghers were willing not only to rely on special rights,

put also to obtain redress directly from the tsar.

Any reliance on Russian authority to offset the encroachment of
the nobles and Cossacks proved illusory, In reality the Russian admin-
jstration was equally disruptive for Ukrainian towns. The vast major-
ity of the Russian troops in the Hetmanate were stationed in tmms.ul
while the starshyna and Cossacks frequently aveided the much resented
gbligation of quartering troops by claiming special rights, the burghers
were constrained to accept the full burden. The nakazy abound with re-
quests for the equalization of this burden, for protectionm against
sppropriation by Russian soldiers and officials, for the establishment
of special commissions for the adjudication of disputes [ses chart No.
1), In sddition to gquartering Russian troops, the burghers also paid
the ruble tax and were frequently recruited for various state labors,
especially during wars. Thus, the burghers incurred a heavy financial
obligation in support of the military needs of the Empire.

The position of towns also seriously declined because of a 1755

130s1Ri0, Vol. CXLIV, p. 82.

mﬁhiﬂﬂﬂ. Deiatel'nost', pp. 45-101, contains the official
list of places in which troops were stationed.
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jssued by Empress Elizabeth prohibiting internal tariffs, by which
uks?

the rown$

had taxed various produce brought by perchants and sold within
che mnitipality. While the Cossack administration was compensated

for the loss of revenue due to the abolition of the frontier tariff
petween the Hetmanate and Russia, the towns received no such compensa-

¢ion. The scope of their loss can be measured by the request of the
132

jjshyn burghers for 1638 rubles, 40 kopeks a year in compensation.
Moreover, this reduction and simplification of tariffs resulted in
competition from Russian, Greek, and other foreign merchants,

greater
as shown in the umiversal requests to curb the trading privileges of

non-native merchants.
Caught between the steady levelling of their rights by the Cossack
administration and the imperial fiscal demands, the burghers sought
some measure of autonomy as a means of protection and survival. Conse-
quently, they enumerated hal f-forgotten rights and privileges stemming
from Polish times and petitioned for their approbation to the Russian
sorarch. The burghers' desiderata were: contrel over their own towns,
sutonomy for their estate, relief from fiscal expleoitation, and special
rights and monopolies in trade and manufacture. Beyond this they -
showed little interest and hardly seemed aware of the political crises

~¥hich the Hetmanate faced.

5. The Clergy Petitions
Although the clergy did not participate in the Legislative Com-

mission, the Holy Synod, as a government institution, presented a nakaz

;HEE!E, Vol. CXLIV, pp. 30-31,
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rizing the general needs of the Church. In order to assess the
rary conditions, the Synod turned to various bishops for writ-
ﬂil‘l’ﬂ

reports on the problems of their eparchies. In the Hetmanate such
ten

ﬂlﬂ“‘w' pereiaslav--as well as by the two stavropigia monasteries

the jurisdiction of the Synod--the Kiev Pechers'ka Lavra and the

were sent by the bishops of all three eparchies--Kiev,

under

Kiev pezhyhirs 'kyi monastery.

Little is knowm about the procedure by which the clerical makazy
— composed. There is some evidence that local councils discussed
yhat was to be included in the nakaz. 1% Judging from both the type
of requests made and the signatures affixed to the nakazy, one may pre-
suse that there was considerable participation by the local clergy.
The extant documents give no indication of any government pressure or
interference.

The nakazy differ considerably in size, organization and scope.
The Kiev nakaz, comprising 74 points in 127 pages of small print, con-
tains a rather detailed history, a political program, and a myriad of
practical complaints and requests. It is representative of all the
clergy of the eparchy and does not distinguish sharply between the needs
of the regular clergy and those of monastic communities. On the other
hand, the nakazy from Chernihiv and Pereiaslav eparchies are shorter,
less historically oriented, and contain separate sections for the regu-

lar clergy and for the monks. Finally, the nakazy of the two independent

lnl. Dianin, "Malorossiiskoe dukhovenstvo vo vtoroi polovine

WIIT vekq, » Trud . iE
. Kievskoi Dukhovnoi Akademii (hereafter Trudy KDA),
Yol vinr Elnudi'Lm, p. 500,
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m.,uries are strictly limited to the activities and conditions of

those ponasteries.
The clerical nakazy reveal several strongly sutonomist orienta-

tions. The Kievan metropolitan Arsenii Mohylians'kyi wanted an autono-
gous Orthodox Church for the Hetmanate under the leadership of the Kiev
petropolia. Consequently, the Kiev naka:z contains a complete prograa
for Church autonomy: the recognition of the metropolitan's title as
metropolitan of Kiev, Halych and all Little Russia;the renewal of the
custom of freely electing the Kievan metropolitan exclusively from among
pative Ukrainians; the transfer of the Kievan metropolia from the direct
suthority of the Symod to the College of Foreign Affairs; a reminder
that Chernihiv, Pereiaslav, and other eparchies were once under the
jurisdiction of the Kiev metropolitan; a reminder that the stavropigia
sonasteries were also once under the jurisdiction of the Kiev metropoli-
tsn; and finally, a stipulation that hegumens were to be confirmed by
the Klevan metropoiitan or eparchial bishop and mot directly by the Holy
W-IH

The tradition of an autonomous Ukrainian Church resained strong,

despite Muscovite efforts dating from the late sevemteenth century to

obtain complete control. Soom after the subordination of the Kievan

metropolitan to the Moscow patriarch in 1686, various eparchies and
monasteries began to deal directly with Moscow, relegating the author-
ity of the Kievan metropolitan to that of a mere diocesan bishop. There

—_——

13461010, Vol. XLITI (1885), pp. 504-508, articles 36, H::J:EI'-

; pp. 508-510, articles 38, 39, 40; pp. 510-511,
Cles 41, 42; p. 513, article 44.
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js 20 jndication that the bishops of Perelaslav or Chernihiv or the
wt monasteries had any desire to return to the jurisdiction
of the Eievan metropolitan. Imn fact, the requests of the Kiev
pecherska Lavras and the Kiev Mezhyhirs'kyl monastery to guarantee

| cheir {ndependence or M‘“ clearly indicate that they were

opposed to anY such consolidation of Ukrainian Church authority. Con-

sequentlye the desire to resurrect an automomous Ukrainian Orthodox

| Church ¥as limited to the Kievan metropolitan and his followers.

Geoing beyond the concept of a separate autonomous Church, the
clergy sought to secure a whole complex of personal, property and cus-
tosary rights deeply ingrained in the Ukrainian legal and social struc-
ture. The regular clergy regarded their status as equal to that of the

aobility, citing the Lithuanian Statute and various charters as evidence

for their claim, and complained of Cossacks, noblemen, Russian officers

and others who did mot show clerics the proper respect. Property rights

 were of particular concern to the Ukrainian monasteries, since Russian
scnasteries had recently lost much of their wealth through state secu-

~ lsrization. All the instructions pressed for the reaffirmation under

. Dkrainien law of the monasteries' umlimited right to own, sell, buy,

~ and inherit property. They also called for the eviction of all those

‘%ho had illegally seized monastery lands. The regular clergy petitioned

for the abolition of a 1728 decree prohibiting them to buy Cossack pro-

perty and for the re-establishment of their traditional right to pro-

and sell alcoholic beverages which had been abrogated by Hetman

1351bid., p. 583, article 7; pp. 589-591.
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Chart S
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gogumovs 'kyd N 3 PR

All the makazy protested any interference with the Church's
jwﬂ“i‘] gystem, and demanded the presence of 2 cleric in civilian
courts in cases invelving anyone under Church jurisdiction. The clergy
Ml&,ﬂd that they and the people under their authority should be
exempt from quartering troops and officials and from paying the ruble
W}I& The Kiev eparchy and the Kiev Mezhyhirs'kyi monastery wanted
gn exemption from all taxes.

Other problems discussed at length were the financial support
for and the academic upgrading of the Kiev Academy and the Chernihiv
Collegium and a separate press for the Kiev metropolitan. Finally, the
priests urged that financial support be based upon individual contracts
sutuslly agreeable to the priest and community rather than following
a official price list for spiritual services.l>!

The clerical nakazy from the Hetmanate produced some consterna-
tion in the Synod. There was much confusion about which points should
be incorporated in the Synodal nakaz. After several meetings devoted
ﬁ this issve, by December 8, 1768 the Synod divided the articles of
the Xiev nakaz into three groups: those to be included in the Synodal
nakaz, those to be excluded entirely, and those to be passed separately
to the Synodal deputy, Bishop Gabriel of Tvar.l'“ None of the articles

l“ﬂﬂwgh the clergy themselves were exempt, all those work-
Ing and living on Church lands were required to pay this tax.

157or all other requests, see Appendix.
L 138s1R10, Vo1. xLITI (1885), p. 111.



-185-

o urged the re-establishment of an autonomous Church were included

v 39

(n the synodal n:h:.l
a0 be passed on to the deputy.

while the question of the metropolitan's title

o Many other questions--not con-

cerned with Church autonomy--were dropped mot only from the Kiev, but
4i1 the other nakazy. The protocol of the Synod gives no explanation
of the criteria adopted for the exclusion of requests from the Hetasan-
."_lﬂ This, however, is a moot point, since the Synod's nakaz was

pot discussed, or even considered, at the meetings of the Legislative

Commission.

§. The Little Russian College Nakaz

In addition to the nakazy of the Ukrainian populace, the Little
Russian College, as the chief administrative body for the Hetmanate,
also elected a deputy, D. Natalin, and issued a nakaz. Governor-General
Rmisntsev presented the College with a2 memorandum of twenty articles
for its consideration in drawing up the nakaz, a memorandum which fol-
lowed closely the program he submitted to Catherine after assuming the

142

~ duties of governor-general in 1765, Since this program was in turn

based on Teplov's criticisms and Catherine's own views, the new

mlu:.. h.l.- ILI-II. FP- il*lls.

W0sirio, vo1. xLIr1, p. III.

Blnia., p. v.

- “:m memorandun was published by Vladimirskii-Budanov,
Mﬁl’"i’;l r;.(::n?;;.ﬂ; -:f!.' ﬁuilntsn's initial program published in
L] » m- - W
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pusiantsev meporandum reflected the continuous policy towards the Het-
ganate bY Russian officialdom; the Little Russian College nakaz vir-
qual 1y duplicated, both in wording and in sequence of articles, the
pumiantsev g.nrlndul.“s
According to the nakaz, the fundamental administrative problem
{n the Hetmanate was that its laws and customs stemmed from Polish
tises and, therefore, were not suitable for an autecratic state.
Changed conditions necessitated reforms in administration, social organi-
gation, economics, education. The administration was to be improved
and simplified by the division of the Little Russian College into three
departments--military affairs, taxation and finance, and justice (arti-
I cle 1), by the establishment of provinces on the basis of population

(article 2), and by the organization of a staff of paid officials
spproximating Russian practice (article 3). Taxes were to be collected
systematically and in full and, perhaps, a soul tax should be introduced
(article 4). The nakaz, furthermore, proposed the reorganization of

the Cossack host into standardized units with a regular a™my command,
proper equipment, and only able-bodied soldiers (article 14). The re-
malning Cossacks were to be integrated with townsmen and peasants, and

noone could be admitted into Cossackdom from these social
cle 15),

groups (arti-

Most importantly, the nakaz failed to Tecognize the collective

nobility of the starshyna. Instead, two categories of landowners were

L=

“’f-'nm:n the memorandum with the Little Russian Col lege nakaz
ﬂlhm in SIRIO, Vol. XLIII (1885), pp. 218-237.
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g: dvoriane and zemstvo. Those who could prove moble descent
o served in adequately high positions in the Ukrainian sdministra-
er
yere %0 receive patents for Russian dvorianstvo. All other land-

gion
ere to be included into a special category of zemstwvo, and they

yords ¥
yould not be entitled to ennoblement on the basis of property owned
(article 10). The naka: also contained a reminder of starshyna appro-
pristion of state lands, the confirmation of which still awaited the
secision of the monarch (article 18). It did allow, however, for the
purchase of Cossack lands by the nobility (article 20).

For the rest of the population--clergy, townsmen, and peasants--
the naksz outlined the following programs: state secularization of
ponastery lands and the conversion of some® monasteries into schools for
the nobility (article 2}, with, however, exemption for the clergy from
eroop quarterings (article 18). Towns should be divided into two types,
first and second class; in the former, town citizemship would be re-
stricted to town officials, merchants and craftsmen, while inm the latter
jandowmers, Cossacks and other non-burghers could also become town citi-
gens (article 5). The Greeks of Nizhym were to be under mumicipal juris-
diction (article 17). Finally, the common pcople, peasants and JLds_u_-_
sidki were to be further restricted in moving from one estate to another,
and new lands were to be colonized only under governmental supervision
(article 18).

Otherwise the nakaz merely repeated points contained in the
original Rumlantsev program: the necessity for legal council in higher

Judicial proceedings (article 3), the establishment of state industries,
"‘iﬁrﬂfimlﬂu of crops with the aid of state agriculturalists
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.ﬂ.if'“ 6), the need for a state forestry service (articie 7). the re-
ﬂlltim of trade im alcoholic beverages by the State (article 8), and

- ¢ransfer of command of the Ukrainian artillery to the imperial
144

‘ﬂ,ﬂl E]ldsel:hmttr (article 15).
This nakaz could hardly have won the plaudits of the Ukrainian
Jite. Aware of this, Governor-General Rumiantsev was on guard for any
sips of opposition. It must have been clear to him that the most acute
qutonomist issves were the election of a hetman and the preservation of
the pkrainian legal and administrative self-rule. These claims testi-
fied to a strong pro-hetman grouping whose program was a return, with
sope modifications, to the Cossack administrative system in existence
st the time of Catherine's coup. Consequently Rumiantsev paid particu-
jar attention to this political orientation, and expressed concern to
catherine about the activities of Skoropads'kyi.'*® More than this he
could not do without engaging in a direct confromtation with the Ukrain-
jan nobility and Cossacks. Following Rumiantsev's failure to suppress
cospletely the autonomist views, the scene of the struggle between the
Russian authorities and Ukrainian autonomists now shifted from the

Hetmanate to Moscow and the meéctings of the Legislative Assembly.

7. Ukrainian Participation in the Legislative Assembly

For the most part, Ukrainian deputies took active part in the

184pn additional request was to prohibit all tariffs and tolls
collected on roads and at mills by private individuals (article 9).

145564 above, p. 151.
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sembly debates only when their particular ecomomic, socizl, or re-
AS

1’“1 rights were threatened. Hence, at the mention of further limi-
¥

stions of foreign trade across the borders of the Hetmanate, Ivan
t

Koot ych's defense of direct trade was supported by Ukrainian dele-

46
gates from all social ill‘ﬂ'-J'Pl'l-1 When challenged, Ukrainian moble depu-

ties explained that nobles had the right to purchase estates with

ants, but that it was possible for peasants to move from one estate

147
to gnother.

Although some of these issues touched on the problem of Ukrainian
qutonomy, & direct confrontation was avoided until near the end of the
convention. This was somewhat surprising, since a debate om the sutonomy
of the Baltic provinces developed rather nrl]r.ul N. Tolmachev of the
Liubin nobility proposed to avoid confusion and to increase the general
welfare by having only one law applicable to all the peoples of the
gapire.®? Aimed st the Baltic provinces, this speech prompted a vigor-
ous response from the Baltic delegates. The implication of the debate
for Ukrainian autonomy was clear, yet the Ukrainian delegates remained

silent. Oaly the delegate from Kiev, losyf Hudima, maintained that

1465110, Vol. VIII, pp. $3-54. Kostevych was a town delegate
from Nizhyn.

M47s1R10, Vol. XXXII, p. 100, excerpts:
A » P- erpts; speech in full in Adden-
dwm, docusent no. 67, pp. 519-520, Vol. VIII, pp. 214-216.

1437he Assembly opened on July 30, 1767, and the debate on the
Status of the Baltic lands began in November, 1767.

bukes, Catherine, p. 1.

YA11 the Ukrainian delegates had arrived by this time and pre-
wibly, were attending the sessions. M. Longinov (ed. and intro.).
;‘L‘-ﬂ! dlia komissii o sochinenii proekta novago ulozheniia spisok
S ." Russkii vestnik, Vol. XXXVI (1861), pp. 42-44.




purg Law was essential for his :nnuimnm;r.“l

{n the early stage of the Assembly meetings, the Ukrainian dele-
yas suffering from a crisis in leadership. At first it was led
- whhﬂlnﬂl’tﬁ Skoropods'kyi, a member of the most distinguished
:ﬂhiﬂ families vhich was connected with the highest positions in

o jetsanate. His great-uncle Ivan Skoropads'kyi was hetman (1708-

;722); his mother was the daughter of Hetman Danylo Apostol (1727-1734);

ol his gather was the Chernihiv polkownyk and, later, the general
jusignis h-umr.lﬂ Ivan Mykhailovych Skoropads'kyi received his
education at the Kievan Academy and then at Breslau hiﬂﬂtty,lﬁ] On
y{s return to the Hetmanate from Nestern Eurcpe, Ivan Mykhailovych took

m sctive interest in civic affairs, becoming a member of the znachne

suspicious of Ivan Skorovpads'kyi, Governor-General Rumiantsev
cosplained sbout him in his official reports to Catherine. Ia his
second report on the elections, Rumiantsev worried whether Skoropads'kyi,
as the elected deputy from Chernihiv, would accept the pro-governmental

15151810, Vol. VIII (1871), pp. 338-339; Kiev was at that time
outside mTimt:mm of the Hetmanate.

152g0r the Skoropads'kyl family, see V. Modzalevskii, Vol. IV,
Pp. €61-655; A. Lazarevskii, "Sem'ia Skoropadskikh {]ﬁ?l-lﬁl] - Lmdr
mmu - Istnrlt:hns‘tii vestnik, Vol. I1 (1B80), pp. 710-725;
":i.-:“ﬂ “Rid Skoropads'kykh," Za velych natsii (L'viv: 1938), pp.

o 15%. Ohloblyn, Opanas Lobysevych, 1732-1805 (Munich: 1966),

Byodzalevskii, Vol. 1v, p. 666; Pritsak, "Rid...," p. 7.
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pakss
that the deputy f ihi
1 doubt only now puty from Chernibiv polk, the
eral Aide-de-Camp Skoropads'kyi, would accept this nakaz
gnd would agree to act according to it, considering his
timents which are known to me; for with all his learning
travels in foreign lands, the Cossack has remained in

pim in his true nature. 155
In his next report FEumiantsev described how the starshyma of

g1ukhiv feigned illness so as not to participate in the drafting of the

Fummtll nakaz. Again Rumiantsev singled out Skoropads'kyi as

Fﬂ'
o scknowledged patriot and lover of freedom and ancient rights" and

stated that Skoropads'kyi described the expurgatedChernihiv nakaz as

wgo obscure for him that it can barely be understood."*® put Skoro-

pads'kyl's role as the leader of the Ukrainian opposition, and his plans
to coordinate activities with the Baltic nobility was indicated in

pumiantsev's final report on the elections written after the deputies

yad already departed for the Assembly in Moscow.

Skoropads'kyi, the leader of all the others..., after his
panifold elections as deputy and because of his marked
shilities, dreams of being elected hetman, and, of course,
he strives more than before to defend and get confirmed
thelr Cossack freedoms and rights... They [the Ukrainian
elite] did much boasting that they voted as the Livonians at
the reading of the nakaz, who seemingly were the only ones
with the sam¢ intentions as they, to maintain their rights
and freedoms, and they [Ukrainians] expect from thea [the
Livonians] mutual co-cperation... He, Skoropads'kyi, is now
preparing (as he himself announced) the prescntation of a
test nullifying all the articles of the Little Russian
College nakaz, The consequence of this will justify my re-
port about him made to Your Imperial Ma E;tjl’, and will reveal

those who are supporting him in this...

155peport No. 2; April 13, 1767, published in full in Maksimovich,

156Rgport No. 3; Jume 7, 1767, Ibid., pp. 326-329.
157peport No. §, February 28, 1768, Ibid., pp. 330-332.
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rine confirmed Rumiantsev's charges, In 2 letter from Moscow,

Cathe
nformed the Governor-General that "what you have written about

s'kyl is completely justified; here he behaves like a wolf and
ﬂﬂlﬂl

158

5 not want to have anything to do with our people.” Another in-

dot

ciden
mw*kri vas indeed regarded by the populace as the likely candi-

¢ investigated by the Little Russian College indicates that

date for hetsan. In June, 1768, a Cossack from the Hetmanate named

watvid Novyk was reported to have said:

Little Russia is deprived of its former freedoms and the

thians are under duress. And if lord Skoropads'kyi
will be hetman, but the former freedoms will not be re-
pewed, then the Little Russian Cossacks with the Zapore-
shians--and, perhaps, they will call the Tatars for
assistance--will attack the moskals (Russians) and firstly
take the head of Rumiantsev.

puring the investigation Novyk claimed that a woman told him and many

other people that everyone in Hlukhiv was "awaiting the arrival of

skoropads 'kyi--who will come as hetman " 10
Indeed, Skoropads'kyi was returning to the Hetmanate, but not

as hetman. Without explanation he passed his post as deputy to Pavlo

Rymsha on June 7, 1768161

without delivering the promised attack on the
Little Russian College nakaz. Instead the Ukrainian leadership posi-

tion at the Assembly was taken over by Hryhorii Poletyka, who held

E——

158 etter of April 16, 1768 in A. Smirdin, ed., Vol. III, p. 195.

158 Efimenko, "0din iz protestovavshikh,™ K5t., No. 3 (1882)
PP. 605-606. y 2 — { :

1605piq. , p. 606.

mhzim. ed., "Materialy," p. 42.
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gferent yiews from Skoropads'kyi and his followers. This switch was
£ y due tO Skoropads'kyi's untenable political position. Most

pecame¢ Bore and more apparent to Skoropads'kyi that the
ooked with disdain and alarm at any suggestion of electing
f the Nizhyn nobles who had spoken out for such an

 potasn. Mony ©

tion received death sentences which were at that time being ap-
(=

el

,.I.I
js'kyl must also have realized that he was under surveillance

ed to the Senate (the Senate decision came on July 7, 1768),

oud that any move would have been very dangerous for him and his fol-

jovers. Finally, his private inquiries in Moscow probably convinced

nim of the
and left the Assembly.

hopelessness of the situation. Hence he resigned his post

The emergence of Hryhorii Poletyka as the leader of the Ukrainian
delegation was somewhat surprising for, until the Legislative Commis-
sion, he did not actively participate in Ukrainian civie affairs.
Poletyka, who traced his ancestry back to the shliakhta of Poland-
lithusnia prior to Khmel'nyts'kyi, was graduated from the Kievan Academy
and continued his education at the Academic Gymnasium of the St. Peters-
burg Academy of Enhnﬂ.lﬂ
Latin and German at the Academy of Sciences and at the Holy Symod and,

He secured a position as translator from

1620, biographical information on H. Poletyka, see V. Modzalev-
skii, "Poletika, Grigorii Andreevich," Russkii Biograficheskii Slovar®
(St. Petersburg: 1905), Vol. Plavil'shchikov-Frimo, pp. 321-320;

MM%?::' Brokgauza i Efrona, Vol. XXIV, pp. 277-278.

g reealogy of H. Poletyka may in V. Modzalevskii, Malorossii-

=i Rodoslownik, Vol. 1V, pp. 115-121; G. A. Miloradovich, Rodoslovnaia
. go dvorianstva (6 parts in 2 vols.; St. Petersburg:

Pp. 161-164; Vasyl' Omel'chenko, “Rid Poletyk,"

No. 1-2 (1967), pp. 59-63. These genealogies

doubt as to whether H. Poletyka's ancestor was really a

Polish shliakhta.

Press sone
“or o the
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T received the title of college assessor (kollezhskii
g T

1757) and court councillor (nadvornii sovetnik--1761) in re-
es0L""

e , During this time Poletyka published his first scholarly - v
_pussian translations of Aristotle and an article on the origins
on education. The latter work brought him into conflict with
posanose¥s #7¢
ﬂt'ﬂﬂd to state service in 1764 as the chief inspector of the Marine

i~ school - Although many of his ancestors held a variety of posi-

probably contributed to his retiresent in 1761. Poletyka

(ons in the Hetmanate's administratiom, he mever held s Ukrain. . .i:
t

1an of fice and made his career in Russia. His only comnection to the
getmanate was that his estates were located thore and that he considered
pimself a member of the Little Russian shliakhta. As a result, Pole-
tyka's sdamant defense of Ukrainian autonomy was completely unantici-
pated by the Russian imperial authorities.

Poletyka first answered the Little Russian College nakaz point
by point. In a memorandum presented at the Legislative Assembly, en-

titled Objections of Deputy Hryhorii Poletyka to Directions Given to

eputy Dmitri Natal'in by the Little Russian College, %> Poletyka des-

cribed the treaties by which Little Russia came under the protectorship
of the tsar and listed ten benefits to Russia resulting from this union.
In return for such benefits, Little Russiam rights and privileges were
always puaranteed by the tsar. Now the nakar of the Little Russian
College sttempted "to introduce into Little Russia such establishments

85 are in complete opposition to its rights and freedoms, and in this

163yo2razhenie Deputata Grigoriia Poletiki ma Nastavleniia Malo-
iskoi Kollegii gospodinu zh deputatu Daitriiu Natal'inu," ChOIOR,
+ 11 (1858), pp. 71-102. -

Tossi
Vol
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164

== violate the sanctity of treaties.” Poletyka also asserted

pat 8 pundred and thirty years of experience had proven that Ukrainian

?‘l’ﬂ
ghere 2

-’I’;t have
ciseed by the Little Russian people and not by the College.

cices were {n accord with autocracy. Nevertheless he admitted that

co imperfect laws and that some sbuses, especially by hetmans,

pccurred, but he contended that all reforms should be ini-

poletyka, consequently, allowed a few modifications of curreat

:pﬂiﬂﬂllr the organization of standard Cossack units and

F‘tiﬂ! ¥
the ﬂ!l‘ti

that gll Cossa

cained. As to
odsitted that monasteries should shoulder a greater burden of state
caxes. fie

pined with further restrictions on peasant mobility this tax would re-

sult in serfdom in the Ukraine. Poletyka, im his spirited defense of
the nobility's rights, presented a comprehensive program for the recog-

pition of the mobility's status based on local norms.
Poletyka not only attacked the Little Russian College nakaz for

ng of Ukrainian offices with Russian ones, but he insisted
ck rights be preserved and that native offices be main-

sonastery lands, Poletyka opposed secularization but

consistently objected to any imcrease in taxation and was
the introduction of a soul tax, fearing that com-

violating Joeal. rights, but he also attempted to prove that its pro-
ome foreign model for Ukrain-
of the

posals were unnecessary. Why introduce s
ian cities when they could be revitalized by the reinstatement
Migdeburg Law and town autonomy? In this way, the separation of mili-
tary and civilian offices could also be achieved. And why replace

e
1641034, ey A
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sack officers with regular army officers when all that was necessary
a8 10 elect worthy officers with military experience? Thus Poletyka
=5 gdaantly opposed to the introduction of Russlm-. imperial practices
jato the Hemanate. In the end he was a strong defender of historical
jegitimacy and advocated only such changes as could be justified by
forser pative traditions--a position systematically presented in his

; speeches and writings at the Assembly meet ings.

The question of Ukrainian autonomy re-emerged at the Assembly

with the debate over the "Project of the Nobility." Of particular con-

ra to the Ukrainians was article 43 of this project which stated that
mio one but Russian nobles can utilize these rights in Euasil."“s The
isplication of this article was rather unclear. Did it pertain to the
Empire as a whole or only to the core area? Would all the foreign
pcbles im Russia be excluded from moble rights? When the debate over
this article began on August 21, 1768, most nobles merely wished to
expand article 43 to include foreigners, special groups and the nobil-
ity of other nationalities. The nobles of the Hetmanate, on the other
band, were even willing to have the "Project of the Nobility" restricted
to only Russia proper as long as it also confirmed "forever” the rights
of Little Russia. Thus, Volodymyr Zolonyts'kyi from Kiev polk suggested
that the project pertain only to the Russian nobility while the mobility
of Little Russia, Livonia and Estland retain their former rights:lﬁé

.—_-"—Fl—l—._._
1%S1R10, Vol. xxXI1 (1881), p. 585. The whole project is pub-
lished on pp. 57).585.

Xy S50, Yol. XXXII, pp. 304-307, published in full in Vol.
’ s Document No, 33, pp. 332-339.
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ot received widespread support from his cuunl:rynn.lm The main

sofense of Ukrainian rights, however, was again prepared by Hryhorii

poletyka.

In his speech, Poletyka first presented a thorough critique of

- P’f"jm as a whole and then centered on Ukrainian sutonomy in

particular. According to Poletyka, if the project did not pertain to

he Hetsanate, then only the confirmation of traditional Ukrainian

gutonomy was mecessary. But if applicable to the Hetmanate, Poletyka

jasisted that the following rights of the Ukrainian shliakhta be incor-

| porated into the project: 1) All governance in the Hetmanate, apart

from the Emperor's authority, was to be determined by the shliskhta.

7) The shliakhta had the exclusive right to legislate the country's laws
subject only to the Emperor's confirmation. 3) All internal arrange-
pents, including taxation and requisitions, was to be directed by the
shliskhta. 4) Ukrainian civil and military officials were to be elected
freely from "native Little Russiam shliakkta." 5) A nobleman was not

to be imprisoned except for the most severe violations, and even then

be was to be summoned to court im accordance with prescribed laws and
procedures. 6) the shliakhta had full judicial authority over all
subjects on its estates. 7) Nobles could travel to foreign lands with-
out requiring permission. 8) A nobleman could freely dispose of his
wovable and immovable property, even demying it to his closest relatives
ad granting it to strangers. 9) Nobles could fully exploit their

estates, for example, mine mineral and ore deposits. 10) The shliakhts

16 .. Vol. XXXII, p. 307.
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exempt from all taxes except a small taz on land. 11) Nobles

to be
pad the right to trade domestically and in foreign lands without paying
ffs or taxes. 12) In the case of the death of a foreigner, who

gy 71

Lo jiving on 2 shliakhta estate and left mo heirs, all his wealth
faif - ipherited by the landlord and not by the state treasury. 13)
= eroops WETe to
shliakhta were protected from all searches and seizures and even

be quartered on shliakhta properties. 14) The homes

of the

(ininals could mot be removed from the estate of a mobleman without

-

o oomer"s permission. 15) The shliakhta could collect wood, hunt,
168

(i fish on all state property.
tn order to further buttress the claims of the Ukrainian shlia-
s¢s, Poletyka presented the Assesbly another memorandum.'®® It con-
tained excerpts from the Lithuanian Statute specifying the rights of
the nobility and summaries of treaties concluded between hetmans and
gears and of other documents which confirmed these rights. Poletyka's
efforts received the overwhelming support of the Ukrainian d-lugntts-”n
The following session of the Assembly--August 28, 1768--heard
Maksys Tymofeev, the only speech made by a rank-and-file Cossack from
the Hetmanate. Tymofeev agreed that nobles from border areas should
retain their native rights and privileges. lle reminded the Assembly,
hovever, that Ukrainian rights were guaranteed by various tsars not

oaly to the nobility but also to "all of Little Russian society and the

——

» H:“%llm Vol. XXXVI (1882), p. 355. Poletyka's speech in full,

169published in Nakazy, pp. 167-176.
"s1r10, vo1. xxxi1, pp. 310-314.
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and that all Little Russian inhabitants want to retain their

cossackss 171
s lﬂd pﬂvilll‘ﬂi 1"

rght
delegate from the Hetmanate and also by many delegates from

Spodt and Southern U':r:in:r.”!
5l

such requests by Ukrainian deputies encouraged similar demands

This speech was supported by virtually

groa other privileged areas. The Smolensk nobility also claimed special

guaranteed to them upon incorporation into the Muscovite state

rights
and asked for their retention.

jel1) smarting from the earlier attacks upon their sutonomous rights,

But it was the Baltic nobility,

chat took UP this question. For the next three sessions--September 4,
5, 9 1768--the nobility from Livonia, Finland, Karelia, and Estland
presented their cases. Then on September 9, 1768, after five sessions
devoted almost exclusively to nobility status in autonomous regioms,
General Bibikov, Marshal of the Assembly, read a terse statement clos-
ing the debate. He stated that the deputies from Livomnia, Estland,
Finland, Karelia, Little Russia and Smolensk went beyond their compe-

tence by requesting confirmation of autonomous rights instead of a

formalation of the general project for the dvorianstve. According to

tibikov, the deputies "could not enter into any discussion dealing with
government, and even less on matters dependent solely on the authority

of the m.“"‘ Consequently, the marshal rejected all the re-

quests, submitted by these deputies. It is quite probable that Bibikov

Mpid., p. 318.
7204, p. 319,
bid., p. 310,

Mmpid., p. 346.
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jcting o8 direct orders from Catherine, who was angered by the con-

wid
Jemands for the retention of local pri\rilcgﬂ-.ns

g0

gince the rights of the Hetmanate could no longer be discussed

Ao pssembly, the Ukrainian deputies decided to petition the monarch
it

grectly. e petition from "the nobles, Cossacks and townsmen” was
wﬂnﬂr composed by Pﬂlﬂﬁl-”ﬁ and it contained a listing of bene-
pts derived by the Russian Empire from the Hetmanate's voluntary union
(ith MuscoVy, & request for the confirmation "forever" of all Ukrainian
rights gnd prerogatives, and an enumeration of some of the wishes
.;pru!*‘ in the nih:r-l” It is not known whether the petition ever
seached the Empress, for the Assembly was soon disbanded.

Probably at this time Poletyka also wrotea treatise eatitled,

Historical Information: On What Basis Little Russia Was Under the
Polish Republic and by What Treaties It Came Under Russian Rulers and

g Parriotic Opinion as to How It Could Be Ordered, so that It Would Be

Useful to the Russian State Without Violations of Its Rights and Free-

doas, ("Istoricheskie lzvestie: Na kakom osnovanie Malaia Rossiia byla
pod respublikoiu Pol'skoiu, i na kakikh dogovorakh oddalas' Rossiiskim
Gdriam [sic], i patrioticheskoe razsuzhdenie, kakim obrazom mozhno by

[re—a

7Spukes, Catherine, p. 157.

1
bt lmIih petition is unsigned and has no indication of authorship;
2 ;.h whole passages arc literally taken from Poletyka's challenge
Little Russian College, it is probable that Poletyka himself

it. Even if someone else iled it, the ideas and
¥ording are Poletyka's. = i

e “’P_nm..iu Malorossiiskikh deputatov vo vremia sostavleniia

pp. 177-184.
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redit' chtob ona polezna mogla byt' Rossiiskemu Cosudar-

nyne
o1 178

s sarusheniia prav eia i volnostei™). In it, as in his

other writings, Poletyka imsisted that Little Russia always

rights guaranteed by the Muscovite “"_1?9 To

Pgﬂl

jetykss howeVET, these rights were virtually identical with Polish
o

1den 1iberties” for the nobility. Unlike Skoropads'kyi, who with
b

some .,diﬁ:li'-iﬂ'ﬂ wanted to reinstitute the administrative systes prior

1764 poletyka attempted to resurrect the administrative, judicial,
w »
and gpcial system of the Polish Commonwealth prior to the Khmel'nyts'kyi

ing. At that time, according to Poletyka, regular diets of the
qrh as
(aliakhts gctedAegislative bodies, consulting onm important matters with

while courts of the nobility and town magistrates adjudi-

other estates,
cated civilian ceses. Most of these functions were taken over by the

petman and the Cossack administration, and Poletyka believed that all

the misfortunes of the Hetmanate arose from this usurpation of power

by the military m!-.““

Poletyka did not totally reject the Cossack experience. On the
contrary, he vigorously advocated the recognition of the starshyma as

the Ukrainian shliakhta and the preservation of the traditional rights
of the rank-and-file En:mk!.ul But, in his view, a precarious

1988 rains'kyi Arkheohrafichnyi Zbimnyk VUAN, Vol. T (1926). pp.

m*“l;

kog, 1Myozrazhenie,” p. 72; "Proshenie....” p. 175; »]storiches-
"
g m.. m—.lﬁl A

180wyozrazhenie. .., * p. 82; "Proshenie...," p. 181.
]’“"llﬂuhlllr...." P- wproshenie...,” p. 177.
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palance W3S upset when, after the Khmel'nyts ‘kyl uprising, the Cossack
systen was imposed on all other estates. Instead of any new legilsa-
¢lon OF the introduction of Russian imperial laws, Poletyka espoused
whe faithful execution of ancient rights, which would in itself lead to
8 differentiation between the military, adainistrative, and judicial
gystens, and thus alleviate most of the short.comings in the governance
of the mmu.lﬂ In the end Poletyka envisioned the Hetsanate as
s gentTy republic, with no hetman and with virtumlly all executive,
legislative, and judicial authority vested in the hands of the nobility.
His only concession to autocracy was that legislation enacted at the
&“;’.!E of the nobility was to be forwarded to the Russian Empemr

for final rejection or approval.
Poletyka's ideas represented a second current in Ukrainian poli-

¢ical thought--gentry republican as opposed to the more traditiomal Cos-
sack. The Hlukhiv Council had clearly demonstrated the Ukrainian elite's
predilection for the old Polish-Lithuanian court system, for a parliasent
vith exclusive participation by the mobility, and for the "golden liber-
ties" still enjoyed by the shliakhta just across the border imn Poland.

tachment to the traditiomal Cossack

Yet it had also shown a strong at
advocating a hereditary

system of adainistration with some nobles even
Ukrainian separateness and the recognition

betmancy. On some points--
thers--the

of the Ukrainian shliakhta--they were in agreement. On ©

wthority of the hetman and the need for the traditional Cossack ad-

ninistration--they were at variance.

e

lﬂ"’lﬂ-rll-h-iﬁ..._* pp- 79-81; wprosheniia...,” p- 18l
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peing the most cutstanding example of the gentry republican view

potetyka's program included two elements towards which Catherine was

flf""b” disposed. First, his attitude towsrds the office of hetman

4d mot differ greatly from Catherine's wish that "If there is to be
ﬂ“m in Little Russia, then one should strive to make disappear

183
the 8§¢ snd term of hetmans.® Second, Catherine and her advisors

Hetmanate was to differentiate "le gouvernement militaire d'avec le
184

Ukrainian believed that the most pressing reform for the

elvil gouvairmement donfondu dans cette province.” Poletyka also

jasisted on such a separation. At & time when Ukrainian noblemen were
jncarcerated for demanding a hetun.ms Poletyka offered the Ukrainian

elite an attractive alternative--a program which was clearly autcno-
gistie, vhich took fully into account the nobility's pelitical, social,

md economic interests, and which avoided an open rift with the Russian

adninistration. This enabled Poletyka to become the chief spokesman

for Ukrainian rights.
put Catherine's response to the Assembly debates indicates that

she was not interested in amy form of autonomy, whether gentry republi-

¢an, or of more traditienal Cossack type. If implemented, Poletyka's

program would have severely circumscribed the Russian imperial bureau-

eracy and would have given the Ukrainian nobility much greater privi-

leges than those enjoyed by the Russian dvoriaastvo. Moreover, it was

= 183ChOIDR, Vol. I (1858), p. 104 and SIRIO, Vol. VI (1871),
P. 318. e

184pisrma Imperatritsy Ekate
Yol. 11 (1863), p. 189.

1%5The case of the Nizhyn nobles was still pending in the Senate
]

riny II k Olsuf'ewu” Russkii Arkhiv,

*

e
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serdous challenge to autocracy and im its totality could hardly have
]

"““i catherine. The outbreak of the Turkish war, however, and other
F

u'ﬁ“”“ difficulties postponed further consideration of the questionm
ﬂmws regions, which for the time being retained their previous

gtatus-

The Legislative Commission revealed a close tie between support
gor Ukrainian sutonomy and the question of estates. The starshyna-
scbility, Cossacks, clergy, and burghers formed separate social groups
cosparable to estates, Each of these groups possessed distinct autono-
sous Tights and privileges which it sought to protect both from the en-
crpachment of the central imperial authorities and the other estates.
The Hetmanate did not have a diet or any representative body which would

draw together the various segments of Ukrainian society and unite them
en a regional basis vis a vis Russia. To be sure, the hetman and the
ceatral Cossack institutions were, at times, able to play a unifying

role. But these entities were closely connected with the mobility or

Cossackdom and were frequently in conflict with the burghers and higher
clergy. The lack of a central integrating body and class antagonisms
vere perennial weaknesses in Ukraine which precluded a common struggle
for autonomy. Each estate, mevertheless, presented to the Legislative
Comission its own defence of autonomy.

emerged

It is hardly surprising that the starshyna-nobility/ as the

conscious
Bost politically / estate. for, despite Russian imperial levelling, it
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seill saintained political control over the Hetmanate. The starshyna
considered the Hetminate as a separate politica) entity, with its
gacient history and "confirmed privileges.» Interlaced with this poli-
cjesl tradition were concrete problems of the nobility's power, status,
sod wealth. The Legislative Commission proved that the Ukrainian
starshyna-nobility was determined to maintain its positior. It was
precisely this entrenched dominant position of the nobility in Ukragn.
{an society which necessitated a resolution of some of these problems
pefore any successful integration into the Empire was possible. The
tkrainian noblemen had to be reassured that at least their wealth and
status in the Hetmanate would be recognized, and that they would haye
access to honored and rewarding positions in the centralized inperial
buresucracy. In this manner the tradition of political distinctness
could also be eroded, especially if all honors and career possibilities
were dependent solely upon the center. But until Catherine took some
seasures to provide the nobility with such reassurance, they remained
the most vocal and articulate defender of the Hetmanate's political
separateness and their own political, social, and economic prerogatives
within the Hetmanate.

Likewise, some of the higher clergy, especially the Kievan metro-
politan, viewed the Church in the Hetmanate as a separate entity.
hmdiu to the hetman in the secular realm there was a primate
for the Hetmanate, the metropolitan of “Kiev and all Little Russia.”
Yot, while in the secular realm the hetman ruling an autonomous princi-
Pality was unti) Tecently a reality, a separate Church in the Hetmanate

kas only a Seventeenth-century memory.
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Autonosy had & more limited meaning for the rest of Ukrainian

#““‘ por the regular monks it meant the retention of monastery

pands Jlready secularized in Russia and the return of land under Cos-
1 jdainistration; for the two stavrogipia monasteries it meant com.

w indepen

 in Ukrainian traditions, various guarantees, and the Lithuanian

dence from the local hierarchy. All these requests were

guatuts- put the claims of the monks conflicted with the Cossack admin-
ygtration, and those of stavrogipia monasteries with the desires of the
rievan petropolitan to extend his jurisdiction over them.

pespite the abuse the regular Cossacks received from their offi-
cers 1d nobles, they, too, had specific interests in maintaining
krainisn sutomomy. The only alternatives for them were service in
e regular Russian army or becoming peasants. To the Cossacks, both
glternatives were quite unattractive. In the existing systeam, at least
{a theory, they were equal to the nobility and could elect their offi-
cers., This in certain ways, however, conflicted with the desires of
the nobility, who wanted exclusive rights for all offices and separate
courts of mobility,

Similarly, the burghers also wanted to maintain the ancient
rights and privileges, including the Magdeburg Law. But for them this
meant first of all regaining political and administrative comtrol of
the towns from the Cossack administration, and subordinating all town
ishabitants to town authority. They slso derived exclusive control of
trade and pannfacture which conflicted in some ways with the rights
Presented by the nobles, Cossacks, and clergy.

In sus, Ukrainian rights and privileges had a multiplicity of
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jngs for various segments of Ukrajnjan Society. At times these

ghts of various groups complemented ang reinforced each other, at other

they conflicted, and occasionally they had hardly any relationship

co each other. Each social group, however, did have some tangible stake

i sutonomy. Furthermore, autonomy Tepresented something familiar,
sopething known, while change was threatening and imminent. New laws
were being proposed, new conditions were emerging. Inctheir anxiety

for the future, the greater part of articulate Ukrainian society could
galy look into an idealized or largely mythical Past, when the starshyna
were the unquestioned highest nobility in control of a virtually inde-
pendent principality, Whem the Cossacks were privileged warriors and
considered gentlemen, when . burghers controlled bustling towns and

cities, and when the clergy dominated much of Eastern Orthodoxy.



CHAPTER 1v

THE ABOLITION OF UKRAINIAN INSTITUTIONS
AND THE INTRODUCTION OF RUSSIAN IMPERIAL NORMS

: gorderland Aut » Social Unrest and the Provincial Reform of 177%

In 1775, after thirteen years of half-hearted piecemeal ef forts,
sfter rejecting numerous projects and proposals of several commissions,
Catherine finally undertook a comprehensive administrative reorganiza-
tion of the Empire which resolved the conflict between regional autonomy
md isperial centralization. Catherine took the decisive step towards
integration as a response to continuous social and political unrest
ia  the borderlands. At a time when the Russian Empire was engaged
in & war against the Ottoman Empire (1769-1774) and entangled in Polish
sffairs, it was shaken by a series of events that challenged the govern-
meat's capability to Cope with the centrifugal forces Pulling the border-
lands away from the core of the Empire. There were rebellions all along
the southern and eastern frontiers, from Poland to Pzungaria. For the
Various Cossack hosts and national minorities this was to be the last
Stand againse Russian administrative centralization.

On this long frontier, the imperial administration was faced with

“Mﬂ problems: the vigorous assertion of traditional
Fights py Various Cossack hosts and national groups against the steady

1
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{on by Russian imperial authority, and the social discontent of

gocu”®

- ook and file Cossacks and peasants against their own starshyna and

andoPeT

4 e di!mt'ﬂ:‘d were both fnqucntlr armed and relatively free,

- could
nﬂ‘b‘m“

s of the Empire and thus challenging its basic social relationship--

The latter probleas was much more acute on the borderlands,

yoice their dissatisfaction by recourse to violence. Such

contained the danger of spreading to the more centrsl pro-

et of lord and serf.

social unrest was rampant throughout much of the Ukraine. Om
e RPNt pank--under Polish rule--a bloody Jacquerie led by Zaporozhian
Cossacks vas finally put down in 1768-69 with the aid of Russian
W.I This uprising had repercussions in the Hetmanate, as some
of the rebels crossed the border and sparked a series of Cossack and
pessent “mlu.z These were usually minor incideats, but a major up-
rising did occur in the village of ﬂhh:hrnul.i Having registered

the Cossacks living in this village as peasants, the local land-owning

IThe three principal leaders--Maksym Zalizniak, Mykyta Shvachka,
Semtn Nezhyvyi--came from Zaporoizhzhia. For the connection of this
wprising (Koliivshchyaa) with the Zaporothians see V. Hrekov, “Zaporozh-
s'kyi Kish ta Keliivshchyna," Ukraina, Bk IV (1928), pp. 14-20; and V.
0. Holobuts'kyi, Zaporiz'ka Sich v ostanni chasy svoho isnuvannia (Kiev:
1961), pp. 365-411. The more important works dealing with the
Koliivshchynma are: Ta. Shul'gin, Ocherk Koliivshchin neizdann
i1 izdannym dokumentam 1768 i blizhaishikh godov (Kiev: 1890); Kost'
Huslystyi, holiivshchyna (Kiev: 1947); Koliivshchyna 1768; Materialy
:_:'!T%;ﬂm'i naukovoi sesii prysviachenoi 200-richchiu povstannia (Kiev:

y. A Golobutskii (Holobuts'kyi), Zaporozhskoe kazachestvo
(Kiev: 1957), pp. 398-412.

e Klishchyntsi uprising is described in detail by A.
lazarevskii, "Istoricheskie ocherki poltavskoi lubenshchiny XVII-XVIII

W," Ch IONL, Bk XI (1896), pp. 158-193.
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che Lysenkos--attempted to exact corresponding labor obliga-
f.;l‘.l""
The Cossacks appealed this matter to the courts and the cencral

i‘uﬂﬂ‘ gdninistration, but their efforts were negated through the
(ssion of General Chancellor Vasyl' Tumans'kyi--Lysenko's brother-
{p-19¥- Enraged by this maneuver, the villagers destroyed the Lysenko
astatt (1767). By this action, loyal governmental authorities were
ggaom 920 the dispute. Neither expeditions of Cossack troops nor the
i restles of various Cossack and Russian officers succeeded in sub-
juing the town's inhabitants. Finally, in 1769, government treops
crushed the uprising by force, killing seven rebels and capturing fifty-
three. Subsequently, 176 insurgents were brought to trial: the
jeaders of the uprising were banished to Siberia, while the rank-and-
file Cossacks were deprived of their Cossack status and enserfed,

Scuth of the Hetmanate, in the Zaporozhian Sich itself, a mutiny

by the most impoverished Cossacks took on aspects of class warfare.
The koshovyi (commander) Petro Kalnyshevs'kyi and the starshyna were
forced to seck the protection of a Russian garrison. After the uprising
had been suppressed by Russian troops, an inquiry revealed that the

. rebels wanted to elect a new starshyna, appropriate all funds, arms,

* ad snoumition and then seek Turkish protection.? Sporadic outbreaks

against the starshyna occurred in various Zaporozhian units between
1M0-1774.5

‘_-__—.

: "Iht.llh Polons'ka-Vasylenko, "Do istorii povstamnia na Zaporizh-
M 1768 roku," Zaporizhzhia XVIII stolittia ta ioho spadshchyna (2
:"-l-i Munich: » Vol. T, p. 120; Volodymyr Hrekov in "Bunt siromy
1768 r,™ ZIFV [v] UAN. Bk. XI (1927), pp. 209-241.

1M1y9g ksander Riabinin-Skliarevs'kyi, "Zaporiz'ki bunty Dumaitsiv
1 rr. 3 pochatok Zadumais'koho kosha," Naukovyi zbirmyk Istoryche
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1a 1765 the revolt spread to several Lancer units in the recently
cod Novorossiia gubernia.® Recruited from the Cossacks of the Het-
c and the general populace, the Lancers did not wish to submit to
"lm gilitary discipline. Many of the Zaporozhian Cossacks sent to
#“ che Lancers joined the rebellion. Finally, in 1770, regular
ssih army troops and Don Cossacks succeeded in suppressing the up-

rising-
pependent upon Russian authority and military strength to sup-

gress social conflict, the hpnmlh:::i :lite. nevertheless, vehemently
ﬂ“‘d any Russian limitation of fautonomy. Petro Kalnyshevs'kyi, the
same !M who was forced to seek Russian protection from his own
subordinates, attempted to regain Zaporozhian territories absorbed by
the Russian Iﬂllnistl'ltiﬂh.T While various imperial commissions studied
the Zaporozhians® territorial claims, the Host began a policy of har-
rassing those colonists imported by the imperial governmeat and simul-
raneously accepting other settlers under Cossack protection.® In Ms

exasperation at the lack of progress in settling Zaporozhian grievances,

noi Sektsii (mﬁuﬂkwuhn Tovarystva), Vol. XXVI (1927), pp. 65-
#5; A. Skal'kovskii, Istoriia Novoi Sechi, ili poslednego Kosha Zaporozh-

%ﬂfﬂtl in separate volumes; 3rd. ed.;
pp. 357-388,

ssa: 1853), Pr 11I,

®Kost' Huslystyi in Z istorii klissovoi borot'by v Stepovii
m [mr‘: 193‘3‘}1 PP- 41-59,

A, Skal'kovskii, Istoriia..., Pt. II, pp. 281-287; Arkhiv Gosu-

MJ Vol. T, Pt, IT (1869), pp. 219-222; Natalia
. lll.lﬁ:ur o, "Do istorii povstannia na Zaporizhzhi 1768 roku,"

.luuuul in detail by Natalia Polons'ka-Vasylenko, The Settle-

2t of the Southern Ukraine (1750-1775), pp. 290-331.
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W'lﬂ even threatened to seek Turkish protection for the Host --
e ot P,u:iul altermative advocated by the Cossacks who had re-
:ﬂd against the starshyna. Suspicion of Zaporozhian separatism was
.lili'"“d by rumors of secret negotiations with Polish confederates. '

the imperial government viewed the Zsporozhians as fomentors of
socisl unrest, as 4 serious impediment to imperial colomization of the
goids and as dangerous potential separatists. However, while the
wﬁinl were part of the imperial forces fighting the Turks, no
sction against them was possible. On the contrary, the Zaporozhians
received imperial honors, decorations, and assurances that their terri-
torial grievances would soon be rectified.'}

Separatist tendencies were also in evidence among the Zaporozh-
ians' eastern neighbors, the Don Cossacks. In 1771 the ataman of the
Don host, Stefan Efremov, was accused of secret dealings with Tatar

and Caucasian rulers--namely, the Kabardinian princes and the Kumyk

p—— T———
95, M. Solov'ev, Istoria..., Vol. XIV, pp. 47-48; A. Skal'kovskii,
Pt. 11, pp. 287-98; P. Efemenko, "Kal'mnishevskii,” Russkaia

Istoriia...
%ﬁ. IX (1875), p. 416; Natalia Polons'ka-Vasylenko, "2 istorii
chasiv Zaporizhzhia," Zaporizhzhia XVIII stolittia ta icho

Eedshcuyus, Vol. 1, p. 94.

1050hn T. Alexander, Autocratic Politics in a National Crisis.

The %ﬂll Russian Government and Pugcchev's Revolt, 1770-1779
: Indiana University Press, 1969), p. 74; Natalia Polons'ka

-

Vasylenko, "Do istorii povstannia na Zaporizhzhi 1768 roku," p. 124,

liThe Zaporozhians served well in the campaign against Turkey.
Their conduct was praised and rewarded by Catherine, chief commander
Petr Rumiantsev, Panin, Potemkin, Prince Dolgorukov. See A. A. Skal'-
kovskii, Istoriia..., Pt. ITI, pp. 24, 28, 34-35, 53, 71-73, 91-92, 10i-
102, 145.T46; A. A. Skal'kovskii, "Dunaitsy,” kSt, No. 11 (1885), pp.
U8-123; "Reljatsiia o pobede nad turetskim flotom v Dneprovskikh
Birlakh," gSe, No. 10 (1884), pp. 129-31; N. Polons'ka-Vasylenko, '"Mani-

roku 1775 v svitli tohochasnykh idei," Zaporizhzhia

3
DT stolittia ta joho spadshchyna, Vol. I, p. 139.
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12
eince Teair. Suppesedly, the ataman dld not pursue the ailitary

campai¥7
e gfremov discharged his forces in 1769 and did not
¥

Crimean Tatars. Nor did he and
the

against the Tatars because of this ‘conspiracy.” 1In any

mOVe against
the Don Cossacks join the Second
gray as ordered by the Military College in 1770.71. 1In brief, Efremoy
refused to allow the Russian military to command the Dog Cossacks at
(11, When summoned to St. Petersburg for an explanation of his ac-
tions, Efremov refused to comply and with Cossack aid evaded capture
mtil October, 1772. Once captured, Efremov's original sentence of
jeath for treason was commuted to life imprisonment in 1773. A special
jsperial commission was created to investigate the affair and prO-
coeded to question fifty of Efremov's closest supporters.,

Cossack unrest was not confined to Zaporizhzhia or the Don.
Indeed, it was particularly strong in the Ural region, where the Taik
Cossacks, like other Cossack hosts, endeavored to prevent the constant
erosion of their num.” The Cossacks were subject directly to the
governor-general of Orenburg, and even the ataman was appointed by the
imperisl govermment. The laik starshina was dependent on Russisn im-
perial authority for the maintenance and improvement of its socio-
economlc position to a much greater extent than the Zaporizhian, Rank-

L2por the Efremov affair see A. A. Karasev, "Ataman Stepan
Danilovich Efremov (1754-1772)," 1storicheskii vestnik, Vol. LXXXIX
{1s02), ? B70-823; S. G. Svatikov, Rossiia i Don (1539-1917) (Bel-
grade » PP. 210-216; N. Dubrovin, Pugachev i epo soobsachniki

» PP

@ wels,; St. Petersburg: 1884), Vol. 1, pp. TT0-TTS.

13General information about the Iaik Cossacks can be found in

o t, Alexander, Autocratic Politics..., pp. 45-52; N. Dubrovin,
Btschev § ego soobshchniki, Vol. T, pp. i-18i.
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Cossickss therefore, began viewing the Russian administration

ﬂg_ﬂl'
SUppressor of their Cossack rights and as their class enemy.

peth the

o

patred was reinforced by religious antagonism: the laik Cossacks

i
» aarly gll 01d Believers, while the local imperial administration

™ pypassing their immediate superlors--the governor
ll
wis

1 of orenburg and the War College--the Iaiks repeatedly peti-
et

tioned
#1‘1““:1“ and starshina.
prustrated by their lack of success in 1772 the laik Cossacks

che Empress for a redress of grievances against the imperial

revolted. They slaughtered the local Russian garrison, killing its
T general Traubenberg, pillaged the homes of the pro-Russian
sarshing, and, in accordance with ancient custom, attempted to elect
ne nrﬂnuﬂ-" In June 1772 a punitive expedition led by General

Freyman cyushed the rebellion. Even prior to this revolt, St. Peters-
| parg planned to abolish the remnants of laik self-government and to
| gibordinate these Cossacks to regular Russian military authority. This
plan was now lmplemented. Moreover, eighty-six Cossacks were arrested
wid a1l others were required to pay a sum total of 36,756 rubles in
]ﬂltiu.u

In addition to the Iaiks, the Volga region was inhabited by two

other groups which resisted assimilation--the Bashkirs and Kalayks.

Y7his revolt and Taik unrest in general was the subject of
. Sveral specialized studies: I. G. Rozner, laik pered burei (Moscow:
1966); I. G. Rozner, "Iaitskoe kazachestvo nakanune krest'ianskoi voiny
 IM-175 godov, istorii, Ne. 10 (1958), pp. 97-112; A. I.
-Hm‘“h- "Klassovaia jaitskikh kazakov makanune krest'ian-
e Yoiny 1773-1775 gg.," Istoriia SSSR, No. 1 (1960), pp. 143-159; N.

Movin, Pugachev..., Vol. T, pp. T-180.

530hn T. Alexander, Autocratic Politics..., p. 51.
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rs were @ nomadic Turkic people of Islamic faith who gradually

qpe Bash¥i
#ﬂ““ under vague Russian protection in the sixteenth l:ﬂntur:r.“ From
o cise, Russian settlers began penetrating into their pastoral lands.

s FTOCeSS was sccelerated by the development of the Ural mining in-
ﬂtﬂ in the eighteenth century. Hemmed in om all sides by the Russian
s, the Bashkirs responded by a series of revelts--1646, 1662,

',twriﬂ' ’

Iﬁ" IHE-I'-":
srted the existence ©

po action was taken.
The Kalmyks were Buddhist Dirat Mongols whe wandered from Dzum-

1735-40 and 1755. As late as 1772, Governor Reimsdorp

f a Bashkir conspiracy to the War College,
17
put

garis 0 the Yolga area at the end of the sixteenth and the beginning
of the seventeenth cent
severely limited after their acceptance of Russian pmtn:tim:“

longer appointed by the khan but elected by the various

ury. The authority of the Kalayk khan was
effi-

cials were no
clans and confirmed by the Russian administration. Russian colomization

of pasture lands, increased interference in Kalmyk affairs, and parti-
cularly attempts TO extract greater military service contributed to
the decision of Khan Ubasha and the Kalmyk notables to Teturn to
Momgolia.

In Januery, 1771, the Kalmyks (30,969 families) left “"Russian

protection™ en masse and began the journey to their ancestral home-

general information on the Bashkirs see Ocherki po istorii
—‘E“_ﬂ.ﬂ (Ufa: 1956), Yol. I, Pt. L.
john T. Alexander, Autocratic Politics...,

“Itlii:la general studies gbout the Kalmyks are M. Novoletvov's
1884), and Ocherki

cheskii n-:hﬁrt (St. Petersburg:
ASSR tiabr'skii period (Moscow: 1967) .

p. 4.
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ﬂ Alarmed at the loss of such a large populace, Catherine and
1

:lllP"“’“l
 exodus- Following the failure of regular Russian troops to over-

Council determined Tto use all possible means to prevenmt

phel
cak®
ﬂl‘r

che galmyks, the Russians resorted to the old poliey of divide and
persusding the Kalmyks® long-term enemy, the Kazakhs, to attack
..dh“'"-“ their fleeing subjects. Despite the mounting death toll
rought BY fighting, hunger and the loss of much of their livestock,

% caleyks reached Dzungaria and pledged allegiance ro the Chinese
Eaperor-

Enraged by these events, Catherine ordered the Kalmyk khanate
nquﬂﬂ'd and the position of khan abolished. The various clan leaders
of the 4706 Kalmyk families who remained in the Volga were now
forced. to deal directly with the Russian administration’ through s
separate pepartment of Kalmyk Affairs established at the chancellery
of the Astrakhan governmor.

With the suppression of the Iaik Cossacks and the govermment's
sssertion of greater control over the Bashkirs and remaining Kalmyks,

the Volga region was outwardly quiet and subdued. However, the imperial

povernment's ascendency over this regiom was more apparent than real.

Soon the area was inflamed by the greatest uprising of eighteenth cen-
tury Russia--the Pugachev rebellion. Far from being simply a Jacquerie,
the wrising actually resulted from the interplay of three factors:

the Cossack problem, ethnic heterogeneity, and intense social discomtent.

T TS ™= T L —

i

E.::,-]I.

| “ﬁﬁﬂu Ocherki istorii Kalmytskoi ASSR..., p. 221.

'Ill'llhtm.. Kalmyki..., pp. 45-46; Ocherki istorii Falmytskoi
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v himself was & Don Cossack and the Taik Cossacks were among his

peghe™e

e ardent supporters. In the initial stages of the revolt, the Oren-
Ak road Was guarded by a small detachment of Ukrainian Cossacks who
sgrrendered the Iletsk fortress to Pugachev.’! Other Cossack formations
preved equally unrelisble. 1In response to Pugachev's “decrees™ re-

ag Cossack privileges, the Volga Host--with its large nusber of

s 22

Ukrain
revolt by making use of inter-Cossack rivalries also failed. 1In

jans--went over to the rebels. Catherine's attempt to stem the

Juusry, 1774, she ordered Cossacks from the Hetmanate to join military

gperations against Pugachev because, "“they [the Ukrainian Cossacks] have

standing hatred towards the Taiks."?® This detachment,
24

shown 8 long-
however, "disappeared” by July without having emgaged the enemy.

Posing as Peter IIl, Pugachev issued manifestos not only to the
Cossacks but also to the Bashkirs, Kalmyks, Tatars and Karakhs (called
Kirghiz in the eighteenth century) promising thes "all their lands and
pastures, money payments, lesd, powder and provisions."’> Many responded
by joining Pugachev, Without the military expertise provided by the
various Cossack formations, the Bashkirs and Kalmyks, Pugachev would

. 211, H. Rozner, "Omelian Puhachov i Ukraina,” UTZh, No. 9 (1973),
| 3

223ckn T. Alexander, Autocratic Politics..., p. 194,

2etter of Catherine to the commander-in-chief of the forces
fighting Pugachev, A. I. Bibikov, dated January 15, 1774. SIRIG, Vol.
MIT (1874), p. 382.

arkhiv Gosuderstvennago Soveta, Vol. I (1869), p. 453.
| BJchn T, Alexander, Awtocratic Polities..., pp. 59-60. Alexander

_I lé¢s a very useful overview of the Pugachev revolt and the volumin-
Scholarly literature dealing with it.

T
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gve been able to sustain his revolt as long as he did. The com-
h
y of this so-called "peasant war" is indicated by the fact that

plexd®

tﬂﬂti: h!m’.ll jﬂiﬂ!d the ﬁbﬂ'lliuﬂ. while Bashkir Tlldiﬂi
gris

o attacked s11 Russian settlers, including those supporting
A

Hﬂdﬂf-
A ¢horough governmental investigation followed the suppression

of the Pugachev nhcllinn.“ At the cutset, the possibility of foreign
’“,:T--includinl French intrigue and commections with Polish con-

f#ﬂ“,-.qﬂ examined. Failing to substantiate this theory, the

jpvestigators

HowevEeT . there
(ossacks were 0ld Believers, Pugachev and many of his followers adhered

1o Orthodoxy while other rebels were of Islamic or Buddhist faith.

attempted to link the 0ld Believers with the rebellion.

was no basis for such suppositiom: although the laik

Finally, in their report to Catherine, P. S. Potemkin and Prince Mikhail
Nikitich Volkoaskii cencluded that "if this miscreant had not stumbied
upon the aforementioned laik Cossacks, whose rebellious souls were liv-

ing in disarray, he could nowise have brought about such evil by his
ulB
base fabrications in any part of your Imperial Majesty's empire.

Thas, Cossack unrest was assessed as a prime factor im making such a

large-scale uprising possible.

Mgcherki po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR..., Vol. I, Pt. I, p. 228.

27piscussed in John T. Alexander, Autocratic Politics..., Pp.
196-203,

l-l u
B1bid. . p. 203: PSZ, No. 14, 235 (Jamuary 15, 1775), Vo »
H.',,Is “:—- L ' | i ] »
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po result, the central government decided to make all Cossack

#ﬂuun! completely subordinate to imperial needs. In June 1774,
{
p, Pot€

ok NowOrosS
1#_75 Acting on Poteskin's suggestion, Catherine summarily re-
y the Jaik

o eir capital laitsk became Ural'sk. An increased number of Rus-
b srrisons were to assure order in the Urals and the commanders and

&0 Russ ian ihlﬂ-iitﬂliﬂﬂ.

yided Pugachev--were forceably transferred to the Caucasus.

in, the vice-president of the War College and governor-general

jia, assumed command over all irregular troops and Cossack

territory the Ural, the laik Cossacks the Ural Cossacks,

of the renamed Cossacks were to be directly appointed by

30
The Volga Cossacks--many of whom also

.} |

gven the Don Cossacks, who remained loyal throughout the Puga-
cdev revolt, did not escape the new regulations. On the recommenda-
tion of Potemkin, Catherine issued an ukaz which regulated the appoint-
pent of Cossack officers on par with Russian military ranks and in the
son-ilitary realm imposed imperial norms on the conduct of justice
end mﬁ.n With these restrictions, the Don Cossacks were reduced
from s self-governing Cossack host to a privileged, but controlled,
body of imperial soldiers. In advising this actien, Potemkin reminded

the Espress that Cossack autonomy had enabled the Don's former ataman,

5. G. Svatikov, Rossiia i Don, p. 225.

m-lﬂll T. Alexander, Autocratic Politics..., p- 219.
Slpsz, No. 14, 464 (May 5, 1776), Vol. XX, pp. 374-375.
u"..s.!.- No. 14251 (February 14, 1775), Vel. XX, pp. 53-55.
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= gremovs to carry out his treacherous activitiu.n
it

st hit hr Catherine's “ti'cﬂﬂlﬁlﬂk mllﬂr were the Iapﬂ._

pespite their restlessness, Separatist tendencies and some

ﬂﬂ’"‘“l 34
pugache connections,”  the Zaporozhians had fought valiantly

R che Turks in the recently concluded Russian-Ottoman War ITroni-

s
> - gussian victory over the Ottoman Empire and the annexation
L]

all
!:.rl" Eﬂdﬂ thﬂ hiltﬂl‘it ml“ of :he Ilpnru:him-s as a huffer

o

Latwoct the Empire and Turkey. The Russian government now viewed the

ssporozhisn lands as an unnecessarily autonomous enclave which impeded
1al colonization, as a center for rebellion and even seditionm.

s, on June 4, 1775, during the Pentecost holidays, Russian armies

i

o route from the Turkish wars suddenly attacked the Zaporozhian Sich.

whe Sich jtself was sacked and the Zaporozhians dispersed. Some Cos-
sacks escaped to the protection of the Turkish sultan, others were im-
pressed jnto Russian military service, still others remained as free
farsers. On August 3, 1775, Catherine herself issued a manifesto

335, G. Svatikov, Rossiia i Don, pp. 231-232.

Mpkrainian Soviet historians have attempted to connect the Zapo-
mihians with the Pugachev rebellion. Until recently, however, they
succeeded only in establishing that a few individual Zaporozhians
Pugachev. See V. 0. Holobuts'kyi, Zaporiz'ka Sich..., pp. 396-
A new study by the well known Soviet expert on the Pugachev rebel-
I. G. Rozner, "Omelian Puhachov i Ukraina," UIZh, Neo. 9 (1973),

T4, substantiated Pugachev's presence in the Right Bank Ukraine
time of the Koliivshchyna uprising (1768), in Zaporozhzhia, and
lietmanate. Apparently, Pugachev had many close ties with Ukrain-
in the Ukraine as well as in the Don and Volga areas, and he
Ukrainjan,

_ Ssuceinctly summarized in Natalia Polons'ka-Vasylenko's,
a Zaporiz'koi Sichi," Zaporizhzhia XVII1 stolittia ta ioho
Hlcina, Vor. 1, pp. 127-137.
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qncing ¢he Zaporozhians and justifying her actions, 3®
according o Catherine, hovever, Cossack unrest was only one

primary causes for the spread and ferocity of the Pugachev re-
of w0

gqually to blame was the inability of the Russiam civil
jon-

| i
| be stration to maintain control over vast areas of the Espire. As

Jsind

wr‘lﬁl
conduct of civilian and military EoOvernment in the various
the weak

yrote to Panin: "I must say in answer to you that 1 consider

lﬂ“ﬂt“! to be as injurious to the public welfare as Pugachev and his
otiey [lbb]-'*“s, In the unpublished version of her manifesto on
pagachevs catherine scommed local administrarion for its weakness,
segligence and laziness, and asserted that "everywhere that the scound-
rels encountered firmness and resistance, there they obtained mo suc-

n38

As a consequence, Catherine and her advisors accelerated their

cess.

vork on provincial reform and produced the most comprehensive program
since the time of Peter I. The Fundamental Law of 1775 standardized

isperial provinces and districts. Each province was to contazin 300,000
to 400,000 souls and to be subdivided into districts not exceeding

_ %Sz, No. 14,354 (August 3, 1775), Vol. Xx, pp. 190-193. This
mnifesto and Ukrainian reaction to the liquidation of the Sich were
malyzed by Natalia Polons'ka-Vasylenko, "Manifest 3 serpnia roku 1775

¥ svitli tohochasnykh idei," Zaporizhzhia XVIII stolittia ta icheo spad-
Schyma, Yol, I, pp. 138-185.

]
b o EE%;::I. VI (1871), pp. 162-164, as quoted in Robert E.

| =51 IT and the Provincial Reform of 1775: A Question of
I hilﬂh‘-

Canadian Slavic Studies, Vol. IV, No. 3 (1970), p. 506.

Jomes %f“b Vol. XXVII (1880), pp. 162-164, as quoted in Robert E.
Tese'vorge -~ 1R¢ 11 and the Provincial Reform of 1775," p. 507.
ecember 10 - d¢18ted from the official manifesto: PSZ, No. 14,230
oy 19, 1773), Vol. x1X, pp. 1064-1067.
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39 mor-
ot each.” The govemnor-general, or nasestnik, was the jn
o
1 11:.:-1#”‘ He represented the auto=

' in one or several provinces.
]
P‘i e F“ﬂmhl level and was empowered with extraordinary

ﬂ"

= ,.;l:hﬂl'“l" A governor, vicuagmrernnr. Procurator, surveyor,
o . and director of economy presided over several provincial
gred

_.Treasury Board, Board of Civil Affairs, Board of Criminal

I gnd Department of Public Welfare. These agencies corresponded
' ﬂ.ﬂﬂ‘ﬂl jnstitutions of the Empire and were designed to assume
0

b of the responsibility and work load of the central bodies while

#ltﬂ”"ﬂ’ coordinating the functions of the district officials--

— treasurer, doctor, druggist, policemen, and judges. 1In
saditien, each province was to have several regiments of troops stationed
mder the command of the governor-general.

Perhaps the most dramatic innovation was the election of pro-
yincial and district judicial officials by nobles, townsmen, Cossacks
@ state peasants. Also the local nobility chose the majority of the
raral police force, including its captain. All officials, whether
ppointed or elected, were to be paid by the state,

P52, No. 14,392 (November 7, 1775), Vol. XX, pp. 229-304. In
the officTal document, the term dusha (soul) is used to designate the
Ppelation of provinces and districts (see pp. 231-232). Only male
prisants were considered souls. Thus the total population would be
$mevhat larper: up to 700,000 for each province and 70,000 for each
“mht' Most textbooks, however, give the number of souls as the
this Population. Even the competent specialist Robert E. Jones makes
) ®rror ("Catherine II and the Provincial Reform of 1775, pp. 508-
“;I.lh the matter of Catherine's motivation for this refrom and its
hlly ﬁih“il"tlﬂl. this author is in agreement with Jones and has
m‘m his English nomenclarure for the various Russian
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. concentrating greater authority at the provincial level and
dmipistrative functions, the law greatly increased the

,.:l-'"’“m .
r of Wiﬂtﬂ and elected officials and multiplied the revenues
.

580
o de81 0
- el adsinistration.

{t would be erroneous to attribute this far-reaching measure
ﬂ“"mr unrest and the Pugachey rebellion. The Empire had

; considerably since the time of Peter I, while its governing

5t the provincial level. In short, local and provincial govern.
supposed to be empowered with sufficient authority and revenue

th local probleas om its own Initiative, without overburdening

hﬂ““_[m had remained the same., The need for a comprehensive reform
pad boen acknowledged for decades, and (from the very begimning of her
reign) Catherine had been keenly interested im administrative improve-
gents, Provincial refora was the subject of several temtative projects;
it was discussed at the Legislative Commission of 1767-69 and mentioned
ia the reports of various pllrur:..“ After the Empire's victory over
the Dttonans and the first partition of Poland, Catherine and her advi-
sors were finally free to comcentrate on this long-awaited project.
Nevertheless, border umrest and the Pugachev rebellion had made
a decisive impact on Catherine and her advisors. Having just witmessed

the Espire’s fragility, they mo longer considered provincial reform a
leng-tern goal but accorded it top priority. Catherine and her advisors

——

40Sobranie sochinenii A. D. Gradovskago (9 vols.; St. Petersburg:

19319047, Vol. 1X, pp. 101-162.
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e M“ﬂ.ul Law in less than tem m-nths," and even prior

'r‘f:::b]lﬂ mﬂﬂmtmﬂt. the Isperial Counci) strongly urged the
i

] 2 l#di." 1-;..]mntltian in all pmln:t:,"z In contrast to
g-hearted efforts, the imperial authorities were now clearly

complete and rapid provincial reorganization.

ed to &
comit

In gutonomous regions, this necessitated the replacement of local

jons with 8 strengthened provincial administration in the imper-

wll‘lﬂ

ﬂl
ja 2!
southeastern frontier could be readily subordinated to imperial

while the various Cossack formations and semi-nomadic peoples

F"i":“t authority, some other areas had such a strong tradition of
qif-rule that prudence dictated & more tactful approach. The Hetmanate
i the Baltic area, in particular, had had their rights confirmed by
every Tuler since coming under tsarist sovereignty. Catherine's goal
concerning these regions had been clearly stated as early as 1764: she
anted to abolish their autnomy and subordimate thea to imperial norms.
fut this policy was to be implemented gradually, awoiding, as much as
possible, any friction with the local populace. MNow, Catherine had to
decide whether to introduce the provincial reform immediately into

these areas or await a more propitious moment. Simce the reform had

ot a5 yet even been tested in other parts of the Empire, Catherine

'“l'-'ltkrim wrote Voltaire that she completed this legislation

i just five months: SIRIO, Vol. XXVII (1880), p. 57. Perhaps this
to the period of her most intensive effort, for she actually
E‘lﬂ:h late January and the law was not ready until Novesmber.
» about nine months elapsed between the law's initial comception

'.'H‘Mmim

Pu.-:g:.'n E. Jones, "Catherine II and the Provincizl Reform of

L




-225~-

The first draft of the Fundamental Law exempted all
ghts had been confirmed by previous tsars. MNot wishing
by her own law, however, Catherine deleted this
final tu:t.” Instead, in her presentation of the

from the
’ o Law to the Senate, Catherine included a separate covering

jetter ¢
for the time being, the Hetmanate retained its privileged posi-

wding the Hetmanate and Livonia from its prmrisimsiu
1

r gut the recent Cossack and borderland unrest could only reinforce
d’l
gatherine

(istence of an administrative master plan for the whole Empire did
the #X13

vs determination to abolish Ukrainian autonomy. 1In any case,

future of the Hetmanate.
end well for the
pot pOTE

;. The Introduction of Catherine's Provincial Reform Act into the
Hetmanate

Just four years after the promulgation of the Provincial Reform
det, and its successful implementation in some of the more central
regions of the Russian Empire, Catherine decided to extend its provi-
sims to the Hetmanate. On May 24, 1779, she instructed Governor-General
Rmiantsev to make preparations for the new administration of the Het-
Hﬂ.“

Governor-General Rumiantsey came to this task with prior experi-

—

. m:"?. Gﬁ,mi ev,

Reforma Bestnago upravleniia pri Ekaterine 11,

Pblished in ibid., pp. 382-384.

“etter published in Smirdin, ed

«» Yol. II1, p. 247.
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I'III“‘ cecently directed the opening of the Kursk province and

#l
f
~ o the pidst ©
sev could, at best, act only as overall supervisor. As other

sl

organizing the Kharkiv pm-.rin:eam However,

seral of this time, Rumiantsev was heavily burdened by the

e
" (paicity of his duties. In addition to being Governor-General of
t
Hetmanates he also commanded all imperial cavalry troops, was re-
the

ponsible ¢or guarding the Polish border, was actively involved in the

cnstant squabbling between Russia and the Crimea, and was directed to
47
e

this left
tadls of adninistering the Hetmanate. To aid him in this capacity, on

g variety of state functions outside the Hetmanate. Naturally,

the Governor-General with little time for the day-to-day de-

Lantsev's recommendation, Catherine appointed Andrii Stepanovych

Myloradovych subordinate govermor of Little Russia.*®

Myloradovych's appointment was another example of imperial co-
option, the use of the Ukrainian elite to destroy Ukrainian institutions.
is a mesber of a highly respected Ukralnian family, Andrii Myloradovych's
cotmections with much of the Ukrainian starshyna were well based in
tinship, social status, and friendship. His father served at a sotnyk

6mmisntsev's role in establishing the Kursk province is des-
eribed in A. Tankov's, "K biografii grafa P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskago"
Istoricheskii vestnik, Vol. LXXXIX (19202), pp. 930-938. Rumiantsev's

Teports on the inauguration of both provinces can be found in "Vsepo=
danyishiia doneseniia i pis'ma grafa P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskago

raznykh godov," ChOIDR, Bk XI (1876), Pt II, pp. 245-251; 257.

"Mis included accompanying the Grand Prince on his trip to
Berlin in 1780, For a summary of Rumiantsev's varied activities see

P. Maikov's "Runiantsev, graf Petr Aleksandrovich,” pp. 549-564.

u.t::nll appointment was published in "Rasporiazhenie grafa P. A.
B Po upravleniiu Malorossiei,” ChGV, No. 19 (1838), p. 4.
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: 4
che Hadiach polk and his brother was the Chemnihiv polkownyk. 9
in
il m-]erldﬂ‘h'}'ﬂh- however, entered Russian military service, quickly

to the rank of major-general and distinguished himself in two cam-

e
. 50

palgns
mrltﬂd

of the Russo-Turkish War. Returning to the Hetmanate a much-
war herc, Myloradevych continued to serve in the military
staff of Governor-General Rumiantsev until his appointment as governor.
covernor Myloradovych's first assignment was to conduct a
thorough survey and census in the Hetmanate. This was necessitated by

the requirement of the Fundamental Lawthat new provinces (namestnichestvid

ond districts (uezdy) be formed according to the number of inhabitants.
for this purpose, Governor Myloradovych called a special commission
composed of army officers, starshyna, and chancellerists. Working in
several units, the commissioners systematically surveyed the entire Het-
sanate completing their task by 1781.5) Throughout 1781, Governor
Myloradovych and five chancellerists collated and systematized the data
collected, on the basis of which new administrative boundaries were then

delineated. On November 24, 1781, Governor Myloradovych finally for-
varded the completed description of the "three projected Little Russian

#9For general information concerning the Myloradovych famil
Y see
:i!h Modzalevskii, ihlumsaiitki!_mdm]u‘mil, Vol. III (L-0), pp. 515-

50 as Grigorii Aleksandrovieh Miloradoviech gives a brief bio-
r"l’ﬁ!" of his ancestor, Andrii Stepanovych, in Skazaniia o rode dvorian
Miloradovichei (2 vols.; St. Petersburg: 1873), Vol. I, PP-
a more detailed account in Miloradovich Andrej Ste -
oritel' Machina v 1771 g.

y_Fubernator Chernigovskago namestni-
pisem k nemu (Chernihiv:

:;lh workings of the commission are discussed by P. Fedorenko

roduction to the Qm‘v.-. Novhorod-sivers'koho namisnytstva (1779-
(Kiev: 1931), pp. Iv-xxi.
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o to the Little Russian College.”?
jnce
In its total disregard for historical and economic considera-

che new territorial distribution was a tribute to mathematical
L

dﬂ:ﬂ“w_ The Hetmanate was divided into three provinces (namestni-
! —_—

Novhorod-Sivers'k and Chernihiv--

--Kiev, named after the provin-
gests®)

1 of l:ll:h-ﬂ The three provinces were each subdivided into
:‘.“-1 :,llﬂ-l.-

jeven districts named after ten district capitals, with the respective
¢

Fm'-'-ﬂdﬂ capital alse doubling as the eleventh district capital,
e boundaries between districts were not, as yet, precisely delineated:

s work was continued by the district nobility and state surveyors

The establishment of new territorial boundaries was only one

sspect of the preparations preceding the provincial reform. Before new
{nstitutions could be established, Governor-General Rumiantsev was faced

with a series of problems stemming from the autonomous

tradition of
«the Hetmanate.

In.an extensive memorandum to -

Catherine he ocutlined these questions and suggested some

nnlutim.ss

He first concentrated on the Ukrainian nobility and its
in the new administration.

service
The Fundamental Law restricted participation

S21big,, p. xI.

3
A, Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., p. 128,

some of the official Teports establishing the district boundar-
o, 26 €h published in Chev, 1886; No. 22, p. 3-4: No. 24, p. 4:
* P 4; No. 28, p. 4: No. 29, p. 5; No. 30, p. 5. .

s e - —
Ypery Meuoorandun was published as "Doklad grafa P, A. Rumiantseva
‘ritse Ekaterine 17 1781 goda," KSt, No. 12 (1884), pp. 693-703.
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" slections to many governmental offices exclusively to the nobility.
i rding to Ukrainian tradition, however, the clergy, Cossacks, and
parghers ¥ere entitled to elect many of these officials. Rumiantsev
nquired whether the imperial norm would nevertheless be applicable in
cpe Hetmanate. He reminded Catherine that the Ukrainian nobility was
got as yet fully determined and again petitioned for the equalization
of Ukrsinian and Russian offices and ranks which would facilitate its
delineation. Due to the Hetmanate's peculiar system of government,
pmiantsev stated, virtually all nobles possessed a military rank and,
consequently, there were hardly any non-serving provincial nobles to
£111 the new civilian positiens. Furthermore, the dissolution of the
tkrainian administration would also necessitate the complete reorganiza-
tion of the Ukrainian military.

Rmiantsev then discussed the provincial reform in connection
with the traditional privileges of Cossacks, townsmen and foreigners.
In addition to reiterating the perennial problem of Cossack land owner-
ship and requesting the re-institution of the Cossack right to sell pro-
perty, Pumiantsev brought to Catherine's attemtion the fact that the
Fundemental Law failed to indicate which administrative and judicial
organs had jurisdiction over the Cossacks. He pointed out that Cossacks
in the Hetmanate were always tried in the same courts as the nobility.
Slailarly, Rumiantsev wanted Catherine to clarify the juridical status
°f foreign colonists and Russian 014 Believers.

Furthermore, the memorandum indicated that the new provincial
Tlations violated Ukrainian mnicipal rights. By the provisions of

- Ihm'“* Law, towns maintained estates and settlements outside their
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roris) 1imits, and their proceeds were considered a normal source

gertd
of 1000

’# yand ﬂllﬁh“"'
jcability of this imperial rule to the Hetmanate and

for the town treasury. The new imperial regulations forbade
Therefore, Rumiantsev requested Catherine's judg-
ot 88 0 the appl
"~ F““'“ disposition of such mnicipally owned estates. Among the
gtters discussed were the Hetmanate's postal system, and the allocation
of the vkrainian artillery, especially in regard to the crown lands
aat FN"IH jts financial suppert. Rumiantsev recommended that a
special pilitary unit of retired and invalid soldiers be maintained to
guard public buildings in Hlukhiv and that those buildings housing the
central jnstitutions of the Hetmanate be converted imto schools.

in an ukat issued on October 26, 1731, Catherine answered
pmiantsev point by point.s'ﬁ The question of military reforms, the
designation of the mobility, and the integration of the Ukrainian postal
system were postponed for future consideration. The problem of Cossack

lands, and the equalization of Ukrainian offices and ranks with their

Jussian counterparts were ignored. Moreover, Catherine denied permis-
sion for the continuation of the special Hlukhiv military unit and the
conversion of the public buildings in Hlukhiv into schools. Instead,
retired and invalid soldiers were consigned to charity care while the
Hlukhiv public bulldings were to continue serving as such in the future
Novhorod-Sivers'k province.

~ On the whole, Catherine adhered to the Fundamental Law rather
Tigidly. In disregard of Ukrainian tradition, the Cossacks were placed

S6pS2, No. 15,265 (October 26, 1781), Vol. XXI, pp. 295-297; also

. hr’rﬁlﬁnﬂu. Chernigovskago..., pp. 130-133.
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’grﬂ" jurisdiction of the Higher and Lower Rural Courts--that is,

iﬁtﬂﬁiﬂu primarily designated for state Peasants. Although Catherine

rank to accept civilian posts, she in-

ssted that a1l governmental elections be held in
$

jtted those holding military

accordance with im-

,crill norms. Also, Catherine rescinded the right of towns to own

erty cutside their limits: a1l sych Possessions were to be appro-

Fil“’l by the state and placed under the Director of Economy. In fact,
411 lands formerly attached to Ukrainian offices and institutions (in-
eluding those of the Ukrainian artillery) were designated imperial

state lands. Foreign colonists lost their special rights, only the .
Mizhyn Greeks maintained their prlrilegﬁ.“ Finally, Catherine
sppointed a special agent, subordinate to the Treasury Board of the

tiev province, to control the border tariff with Poland.

This exchange of memoranda and ukaz clearly indicates that
Catherine and Rumaintsev disagreed on the policy to be pursued in the
Hetmanate. Not only did Catherine disregard or deny a series of
hmiztsev's specific recommendations, she also diverged on the basic
issve of Ukrainian autonomy. Catherine was committed to a quick imple-
matation of the provincial reform and strict adherence to the Funda-
meatal Law which precluded the consideration of any regional peculiari-
ties. Rumiantsev, on the other hand, favored a more gradual approach--
toe which would adapt some norms to local conditions. This was the

e —

—

: '““ the request of the Greek compunity, Catherine issued a de-
g exempting the Nizhyn Greeks from the provincial reform and again
Do ireed their special commercial and judicial privileges. See K.

, "Narysy z istorii hrets'koi kolonii v Nizheni (XVII-XVIII
b ZEV [V} W, o1, XXIV (1929), pp. 183-190.
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jon of 2 rift between Rumiantsev and Catherine on policy

et iﬂi:ﬂ-‘
in the Hetnzmute.sa

f
o be followed

ufﬂllﬂll

p«rﬂ\"il'cﬂ“'n‘“'-
September 16, 1781 and Insugurated in January,

the wishes of the absolute monarch prevailed: the

o - Chernihiv and Novhorod-Sivers‘'k--were offi-
cdnlly F'N"l"d o
Iﬂ"ﬂ The inaugurat
xtended over seven days and included numerous Church ser-

jon ceremony--virtually identical in all three

parades, banquets, balls, masquerades, and firework

splays- Set at intervals between the ceremonial functions and festi-

elections for various governmental posts and the inau- .
&0

&8
(ities were the

prstion of most mew imstitutions.
As the new provincial and district administration was
{atroduced, the old Ukrainian central institutions were dismantled.

The first to be sbolished was the Ukrainisn treasury. Since it

-

S8The rift between Catherine and Rumiantsev will be discussed
in the next chapter.

$9zor the proclamation establishing the Novhorod-Siver:': pro-
vince see PSZ, No. 15,227 (Septesber 16, 1781), Vol. XXI, pp. 2846-247,
for the confirmation of the province's administrative posts see Psz,

234 18, 1781), Vol. XXI, p. 271, and Kniga shtatov;

the proclamation establishing Kiev province see PSL, No. 15,278
(Septesber 16, 1781), Vol. XXI, pp. 246-247, and for the confirmation
of the nee's administrative posts, PSZ, No. 15,233 (Septesber 18,
1781), Vol. XXI, p. 271 and Kniga shtatov; for the proclamation estab-
lishing the Chernihiv province sce PSZ, No. 15,229 (September 16, 1781),
Yol. XXI, p. 247, and for the confirmation of the province's administra-
tive posts, PSZ, No. 15,232 (September 18, 1781), Vol. XXI, p. 271 and

60mhese festivities are described in A. Rigel'man, Letopisnoe
e, Pt 1V, pp. 38-49; Fedor Kitchenko, "Otkrytie Novgorod-

1, tnichestva 1782 g. ianvaria 8-17 dnia.” ChGV, 1848; No.
P. 4; No. 2, p. 4; No. 3, p. 4-5; and in Rumiantsev's teport on the
W of Kiev province in wysepoddannyishiia doneseniia i pis'ma
BTafa P, A, mumiantseva-Zadunaiskago,” pp. 263-264.
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joned 28 @ regional imperial treasury, it had already lost any
t

fum®

justificaticn for separate existence. In fact, Governor-General

ey readily drew upon it for imperial expenditures in no way

61
red with the Hetmanate. Thus, the Treasury, its chancellery

,".rﬂ""“ kantselariia) and the General Accounting Commiseion

hetnaia kommissia) were aboli h
EE.t'nlil shc i shed and all financial

satters were transferred to the Treasury Boards of the three pmvintes.“

A similar fate befell the Ukrainian postal service. Founded
~ himself,

1a 1765 by Governor-General Rumiantsev/ the postal service was hardly
5 Wmtml Ukrainian institution. Nevertheleoss, this ane system
encompassed the entire Hetmanate--thus serving as a reminder of the
comtry's unity--and its officials held Ukrainian ranks and offices.
Once the Hetmanate was divided into three imperial provinces, its postal
service had to be integrated into the imperial postal system. This

was accomplished in 1782. All postal sppointments were entrusted to

the newly created Little Russian branch of the imperial Post Office

Hpe

Pepartment. This department was responsible for all postal salaries

md collected all postal fees and revenues in the provinces of the former
ht_tl:e.“

I
| The Little Russian College, however, could not be so readily
I

$1Pylyp Kiymenko, "Vidomist' pro skarb ukrains'byi u 1780 rotsi,"”

| M Bk XV (1927), pp. 221-226; “Ekstrennye raskhody iz sum - Malo-

s Kollegii," KSt, No. 6 (1882), pp. 312-315; "Rasporiazhenie
:ﬂfl P. A. hlim:aﬂ po upravleniiu Malorossiei," ChGv, No. 12 (1888),
iy | t No. 8,

Q. Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., p. 134.

S35z, No 15,419 (June 3, 1782), Vol. XxI : :
1S, : 2 ! . P. 575; PSZ, No,
B2 (fme's, 1782), Vol. xxI. p. 575. -
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pecause it served as the highest appeals tribunal in the

hose decisions could be overturned only by the imperial

pemenst

qnte i St petersburg. Moreover, the General Military Court was

2 als cime, 8 sub-departoent of the College. When the provincial
fors w89 hFltmtud. both judicial bodies had 3 large backlog of
13

e Colloge 8 O°°
J1thouh all its administrative functions were abolished % Since

-year grace-period to complete its judicial work,

s0n College pembers and many of its clerks entered the new adminis-

¢ration, the Senate even made provisions for the Colelge's restaffing.

pespite these measures, the College was unable to complete its work
{n the allotted time. In 1784, Governor-General Rumiantsev reported
that 449 cases had been reviewed in the College and 886 had been adjudi-
cated in the Ceperal Court. Still pending were 520 cases in the Col-
lege and 1285 in the General q;um_'*"f' Consequently, the Senate was
forced to once again prolong the College's existence. Omly in August,
1786, when all its affairs had finally been settled and all judicial
records had been forwarded to the archives of the new courts, was the
little Russian College abolished.®®

On the local level, Cossack administraters lost all civil author--

ity, but, for the time being, Cossack structure and ranks were retained,

though strictly in a military capacity. Governmental instituticns

re—

64psz, No. 15,284 (November 22, 1781), Vol. XXI, pp. 311-312.

“_'Er No. 15,893 (December 13, 1784), Vol. XXI, pP- 1071-1072.
% No. 16,430 (August 20, 1786) , Vol. XXII, p- 677.
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ith mon-military affairs were abolished: their record
: Ords were

‘g”u .
over to the new provincial and districe administration

of Uk i
. dispensing rainian civilian offices or ranks was

and any

strictly

67 :
Thus the cri 1 .
fm“ﬂalh minal court {w_ the property

ourt (zemstkyl sud), and the estate boundary court (pidkomors'kyi sud)
were dissolved and pending cases were assigned, respectively, to the

rts (uerdnye sudy), th
d’.lt’iﬂ cou ( Y ﬁlf] ¢ Lower Rural Court (ni thl‘ll_ll_nspﬂ-.rl]*
d the district surveyor. Police duties were transferred from the

s chancelleries to the town sheriffs (gorodnichi) and the rural

. police pizhnii zemskii sud). District treasurers (uezdnyi kaznachii)

esd the Treasury Board (katennaia palata) assumed tax functions previ-
6

2
while the Director of Econcmy

Eﬂﬂlﬂr demovodstva) assumed control over all rank and crown lands
formexly governed by Crown Land Overseers (ssotritell koronnykh imenii).

The new provincial administration combined the personal rule of

cusly Frfgmd by the Commissariats,

the governor-general with a rationalistic bureaucratic system. As the
shsolute monarch's local representative, or namestnik, Governor-General
musiantsey could deal directly with Catherine, bypassing the Senate or
sy other central Russian institution.”® Likewise, he could counter

67psz. No. 15,478 (July 27, 1782), Yol. XXI, p. 645.

68The abolition of Ukrainian institutions, the transfer of their
tecards, and the assumption of their functions by the new administration

is briefly outlined in A. Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., pp. 134-136.

"ﬁlnrnor-ﬂenunl Rumiantsev had established a special office,
e Comissariate, responsible for local collection of taxes.

Nﬂm p. Gradovskii, in nlstoricheskii ocherk uchrezhdeniia

E*neral'-guvernatorsty v Rossii,” Sobranie sochinenii A. D. Gradovskag
Er p. 308-313, -ﬁ::m the position of namestnik during Catherings

Marc Raeff's "In the Imperial Manner," Catherine the Great...,
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- gecision made by the local administration and could issue manda-

tory
suthori

orders to all governmental institutions in the provinces under his
ty, with the single exception that his interference in judicial

was specifically prohibited. Catherine had recently made

Hlliﬂﬂ

l-l’“" Governor-General of Little Russia for
1ife, and together with in.:i;r:uv's position as cosmander-in-
chief of all troops in the province/ made the territory of the former

Hetmanat® his virtual satrapy. 11

pirectly subordinate to the governor-gemeral was the govermor
of the province. As chief administrator of a province, the governmor
Fﬂ“ﬂ! a vital link between the governmor-general and the provimcial
jastitutions. Appointed to this post were: Andrii S. Myloradovych for
Chemnihiv province, the former Ukranian General Judge Ilia V. Zhurman
for Novhorod-Sivers'k province, and major-general Semen Shirkov for
Kiev puﬂﬂ.ﬂ Again the imperial authorities co-opted two promin-
ent Ukrainisns--one of whom was a high official of the Hetmanate--in
order to assure the loyalty of the Ukrainian elite and the smooth
transition between the old and new administratiom.

The governor--assisted by a vice governor, procurator, surveyor,

treasurer and director of economy--supervised a number of provincial

e
——mr— =

Pp. 197-246, gives an interesting portrait of a contemporary satrap
Prince G. A. Potemkin, ruler of southern Ukraine, Potemkin cosbined
o8 a grandiose scale his personal authority with imperial bureaucratic

Procedures .

7See Catherine's letter of appointment in Smirdin, ed., Vol.
m' ,‘ “Ii

A e tments were made on October 2, 1781, and published

"1“'- Rigel'san, Letopisnoe povestvovanie..., Pt IV, pp. 43-44.
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sponsible for the day to day operation of gnvum-ent.”

agenct®®
fhese ggencies
! jﬂi'ﬂ"l functions. Among these, finances were of primary con-

cer-
gysting of a vice govermor, director of economy, three assessors,

three
- expenditures, conducted censuses, audited the financial records of

jncluded those having fiscal, police, social, welfare

the Treasury Board (kazennaia palata) of each province--con-

sdvisors, and 8 provincial treasurer--directed all state incomes

A governmental institutions, and oversaw the construction of all

public mlm.T‘ State revenues were collected by a subsidiary

agency of the Board--the Expedition for State Incomes (Ekspeditsiia o

!!!EEE!IH dokhodakh). For this purpose, the Expedition main-
tained a treasurel (kaznachii) im each provincial district. Another
revenue-gathering branch of the Board--the Expedition for State Monpolies
and Tariffs--was mot introduced into the Ukrainian provinces because

many imperial monpolies (e.g.. the selling of wine) did not as yet

ist ia this tercitory.

P3gor a brief but cogent description of the new provincial ad-
sinistration see Robert E. Jones, "Catherine II and the Provincial
Reform of 1775: A Question of Motivation," Canadian Slavic Studies,
Yol. IV, No. 3 (1970), pp. 497-512; and Aleksandr Gradovskii, "Nachala
russkago gosudarstvenmago prava, Chast' 11I, Organy mestnago upravleniia,”
Scbranie sochinenii A. D. Gradovskago, Vol. IX, pp. 101-162. In Re-
forma m wleniia pri Ekaterine I1, V. Crigor'ev discusses in

great detail the competence and function of the mew institutions (pp.
200-310). o

"Hr finances during Catherine's reign see James A. Duran, Jr.,
"The Reform of Financial Administration in Russia during the Reign of
Catherine I1," Canadian Slavic Studies, Vol. IV, No. 3 (1970), pp. 485-
496; and for the fiscal aspect of the provincial reform see N. D.

ﬂlhlh, Ocherki istorii russkikh finansov v tsarstvovanie

. Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., p. 177.
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he backbone of the Provinejgay Reform was a highly developed

gnd judicial system. It yag designed not ofily to quell social

e
s o village. On the provincial leve], Police functions were

ginistered by a committee consisting of the governor and two coun-

] unrest but alsg ¢o bring the authority of the monarch

76
(110758 This committee acted s an 1ntumdinr_r between the central

overnment and local institutions, |¢ announced all decrees issued by

¢he autocrat, the Senate and other centrs) institutions and saw to their

spplication in the provinces. It was responsible for local adherence

to all government regulations and for peace and tranquility in the pro-
ince. Finally it supervised the

od directed their activities,

selection of loes] police personmnel

The organization of the local police force was quite simple.
It vas divided into two basic units--urban and rural. Each district

maintained a rural police force (nizhmii zemskii sud) consisting of

police chief or captain (zemskii kapitan or zemskit ispravnik) and four
assessors. The police chief and two assessors were elected by the

mbility, while the other two officers were chosen by Cossacks and

state peasants. Estate stewards and village elders assisted these offi-
cials in performing their duties. The urban police force that was

~ introduced into the Hetmanate followed the already revised 1782 regula-
ﬂ-l-ﬂ In each town, a police board (uprava blagochiniia) was

s

. "The police structure is described by John P. LeDonne, "The Pro-
b and Local Police under Catherine the Great, 1775-1796." Canadian
Slavie Studies, Vol. IV, No. 3 (1970)., pp. 513-528. T

"7PS2, Wo. 15,379 (April 8, 1782), Vol. XAI, pp. 461-488; for the
of the urban police in the Ukraine see “Otkrytie v Kieve

T blagochiniia i pervyia proiavleniia eia deiatel'nosti (1786),"

» Mo. 9 (1893), pp. 418-425.
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composed of a sheriff (gorodnichii), two investigators--

u’l“uud-
for criminal and one for civil affairs (pristav uglovmykh del,
o

azhdanskikh del)--and two counselors (ratmany) from the town

sta¥

paghs 43 8

on of the governor, while the investigators rose through the ranks
t

The sheriff was appointed by the Senate on the recommenda-

of the provincial administration. Only the two counselors were elected
by townsaen, and even they were subject to confirmation by the sheriff,

other EinOT pelice officials--ward inspectors, assistant investigators,

fire iRS
In tovns where troops were garrisoned, however, the sheriff and police

pectors, and even chimney sweeps--assisted the police board.

woard were either replaced by the military command or subordinated to
i¢, In fact, the police apparatus was reinforced by special military

police units (shatnye komandy) stationed in provincial and district
espitals. In case of serious disorders, the police could always depend

on the suppert of regular troops dispatched on request by the governor.
Backing the police apparatus was a well defined judiciary. The

Fndasental Law provided for separate but parallel court systems for

the nobility, townsmen, and rural inhabitants (poseliane).’® At the

T¥The wost comprehensive account of the new judicial system is
V. Grigor'ev's Reforma mestmago upravleniia pri Ekaterine 11, Pp. 200-
310. A succinct summary of tﬁe new judicial 1!n:titutinns is contained
:A. Gradovskii's, "Nachala russkago gosudarstvenmago prava, Chast'
'_i.' Organy mestnago upravleniia," pp. 101-162. The functioning of the
g diciary on the territory of the Hetmanate is described in A.
_-_-H“Mi 3, Chernigovskago..., pp. 176-186, and in "Zamechaniia do
e Russiy w_im_‘gm%l_hz a,"” ChOIDR, Bk I, Pt II (1848), pp. 1-16.
s detailed information ean be gleaned from a 1786 law code, N. P.

%0, ed., Ekstraki iz ukazov instruktsii i uchreshdenii s razdele-
Paterialam na deviatnatsat' chastei (2nd vol. of Materialy dlia

a sbshchestvennago byta Starol
1X, 1-296.
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the law introduced a District Court (uezdnyi sud) for the

jocs} jevel,
ity and

jstrat) for the townsmen, and = Lower Rural Court (nizhnaia

peasants under their jurisdiction, a Town Magistracy (goro-
i
cava) for rural inhabitants, i.e., state peasants and Cossacks.
:eﬂ of the pistrict Court were elected by the nobility; joined by
the nobility's district marshal, they formed a Court of Wards which pro-
cocted the property Tights of widows and orphans. Similarly, the mes-
pers of the Town Magistracy were chosen by the townsmen; together with

the town's mayor (glava) and its elder (.'M.it_l_} they constituted the
con’s Orphans' Court. In each district capital an informal, verbal

court {llcm':m[i sud) settled minor disputes of merchants and craftsmen.
Lestly, a judge appointed by the provincial administration presided over
the lower Rural Gurt, whose other officials were selected by the state
peasants and Cossacks who fell under its jurisdiction.
Declsions made at the district level could be appealed to the
provincial courts: the Superior Land Court for cases involving the
“aobility, their peasants, and raznochintsy; the Provincial Magistracy

for town inhabitants; and the Superior Rural Court for state peasants

ind Cossacks. In some cases, all of these could serve as a court of
first instance. The Superior Land Court was divided into two separate

- departments--criminal and civil--and the Provincial Magistracy maintained
Separate court divisions--one for merchants, the other for craftsmen.

- The verdicts of these provincial courts could be reviewed by the Board

of Crininal Affairs (Palata uglovnago suda) or the Board of Civil Affairs

. The Boards were the highest provincial
authority--its decisions could be appealed only to the imperial



|

- Chalrmen of both the provineial courts and their separate
g
while other presiding judpes

."ﬂd_ All Board ﬂf[l:ill!--:hllﬂtn, judges procurators

¢s were designated by the Senate,

) and advisoTs--were appointed by the Senate.
gast®
- addition to this juditial hierarchy, there Was one more court,

. conscience Court (sovestnyi sud) which adjudicated cases for which

| procedures and penalties were inapplicable, Particularly those

avolving minors and the insane. Its members were elected by all seg-
ot of society--nobility, townsmen, Cossacks and state peasants--
gbject to approval by the Governor-General. The Conscience Court was
atrusted with the eradication of witchcraft and SOTCETY, as well as
restigation of instances of false arrest or imprisonment without
jssuance of charges--a weak echo of the principle of habeas coTpus.
Ia veality, this judicial body rarely dealt with instances of false
srrest, at least, not on the territory of the Hetmanare. It usually
adjudicated cases forwarded from other courts involving iu:n-.mi.1';;|r.""9
Jother indication that the imperial authorities were notr so such in-
wrested in personal rights as the well-ordered society,

The Conscience Court also acted as a court of equity--that is,
In cases where two contesting parties agreed in advance to abide by the

@cision of an imperial judge. This rendered the Consciemce Court
__i"

Tln. Conscience Courts in the former Hetmanate were studied by
A Andrievskii, "Dejatel 'nost Kievskago sovestnago suda v pervyi god
;anah (1782)," KSt., No. 7 (1891), pp. 119-129; and Ivan
“‘.ﬂ sud na Ukraini," Naukovyi zbimyk Leningrads'koho
iv ukrains'koi istorii s'menstva ta . Yol.
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sle to the equity courts provided by the Magdeburg Law and The

shich the Little Russian People Are Judged. Some scholars

o
pave
ﬂ.l‘h
discove

gourt PET
Ia contrast to the highly developed police and judiciary, the

held that Catherine derived the idea of a Comscience Court from
t-l‘“" judicial practices, but hardly any evidence has been
red 1o gubstantiate this chl-.m In any case, the Conscience
formed & function already well-known in the Hlll.mlu.n

sent of Public Welfare (Prikaz obshchestvennago prizreniia)--chaired

py the governor--was entrusted with the establishment and financial sup-
port of schools, orphanages, hospitals, homes for the aged and the in-
sme. Despite the breadth of these responsibilities, this agency's
activity was quite limited. In Chernihiv province, for instance, it

was confined to maintaining ome hospital for the physically and mentally
111 and & howe for the aged.®” Governmental, educational and social
welfare services were still quite rare, and if available at all, they

8¢, Barats, "Ocherk proiskhozhdeniia i postepennago zatem upraz-
dneniia ¥ Rossii sovestnikh sudov i suda po sovesti,” Zhurnal grathdans-
i tglowna va, No. 3 (1893), pp. 1-40. Barats believed in the
origin science Courts--a view which was disputed by V.
Grigor'ev, Reforma mestnago upravleniia, pp. 251-255.

g Bleven if Ukrainian practices did influence the imperial legis-
lation, the Conscience Court could not be considered a continuation of
i autonomous institution, for it was adapted to the imperial bureau-

fTatic system. The provisions of the Law drew heavily upon the govern-
';;.-t'l Practices of Livonia and Estland Yet, ironically enough, once

=Ehﬂlﬂ part of the imperial system, these areas lost their autonomy.
e 3 treatment of this problem see la. Zutis, Ostzeiskii vopros, pp.

*Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., pp. 284-285.
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o Fﬂd” by the Church and private benefactors. Catherine was
f.lf.:ﬂ“'" in s well-functioning state, not a welfare state,

{a theory, the governmental system introduced by the provincial
qoforss ¥as that
cqatic sachinery, aided and supplemented by the self-regulation of
chree social groups: the nobility, the townsmen, and the rural inhabi-
cants (Cossacks and state peasants). The fact that these social groups

JJected 2 variety of administrative, judicial, and police officials

of an absolutist stare administered through a bureau-

would seem to bear out this supposition. A closer exasination of the
gmctioning of provincial administration indicates that, in reality,
the state shared the task of local government with the nobility--espe-

cially in the territory of the former Hetmanate,

Oa the whole, local rural administratiom was controlled by the
pobility, checked in turm by the state. Nobles enjoyed cosplete mas-
tery over their own district courts and elected the rural police chiefs
mnd the majority of the police board. Since Cossacks and peasants were
pot obligated to vote for members of their own social groups, the offi-
tials they elected to the police board and Lower Rural Cour: were usually
ainor Cossack fumctionaries’ --most of whom also held claims to mobility.
Thws, by wtilizing the state's judicial and police powers, the nobles--
thsolute lords on their own estates--achieved dominion over those rural
~ ishabitants technically outside their jurisdiction--Cossacks and state

.

? ¥ The official reports for the 1785 electiom in Kiev province
hllpuilhhd by A. A. Andrievskii, ed., Istoricheskie material
= iTkhiva go puk kago pravlemnia (8 rnh..:& gi tlﬂi;EL
! = - s m F““ti sacks often
functionaries, sometimes even high officials.

-
I
|

» PP. 1-
former Cossack
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.sl“""
& The towns pecame the focal point for state comtrol. They were

enters for various provincial and distriet adsinistrative agencies
[
oir NURETOUS officials, supported by garrisons of military police.

and th
gowns, military commanders fulfilled police functions. In

the police force (except for a few minor posts) was part of an

ﬂhﬂl
gpolative SYstes sltinstely regulated by the Senate.™’

such concentration of state power completely overshadowed the
sestiges of town autonomy remaining in the Hetmanate. Town lands

outside mmicipal boundaries were expropriated by the state;

jocated
te's role was Teduced to a purely judicial one; while the

the paglstra
sewly created position of town mayor (gorodskoi glava) and town elder

{Emdskui starosta) carried hardly any mﬂlﬂﬂtr.“ Even these posi-

cions were not always filled by townsmen: citing the lack of literacy

sgaong serchants and craftsmen, local officials requested that Governor-

emeral Rumaintsev permit the election of non-townsmen to municipal

posts, After some deliberation, Rumiantsev agreed and many municipal

offices were subsequently assumed by former Cossack officials and

Ukrainian nobles,>®

84y Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., p. 181.

85The post of town mayor actually had been created earlier, inm
connection with the 1767 Legislative Commission. In Russia this office

vas continued and subsequently incorporated into the 1775 reform. In
the Hetmanate, however, this position was re-introduced with the imple-
meatation of the provincial reform. See I. Ditiatin, Ustroistvo i

ravlenie gorodov Rossii (2 vols.; St. Petersburg: 1875-1877), Vol.
i& PP- Eﬂ.%; N. P. Vasylinko, ed., Ekstrakt iz ukaziv..., p. 216;
Shafonskii, Chernigovskago..., P- 152.
1219 %A, Andrievskii, ed., Istoricheskie materialy..., Vol. 11, pp.
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The mew administration was predominantly staffed by former Cos-

87
,.:l Pffif_,i,.ll’u clerks, and local Ukrainians, Not only elective

ositions but many appointive ones were filled by members of the Ukrain-
ite. Moreover, each new institution was provided with 3 bureau-
G wﬂtu.-clurk:. bockkeepers, minor officials--which greatly
ghsnced the career opportunities of former polk and sotnia chanceller-
jats, Youns graduates of the Kievan Academy, and even literate rank-and-
file Cossacks. Due to the presence of this officialdom, the provincial

rals--Kiev and Novhorod-Sivers'k in particular--became the social

eapl
88

and intellectual centers for the Ukrainian elite.
In the span of only four years (1782-1786), Ukrainian self-
Wt-amtﬂl in historical tradition stemming from the Polish-
tithusnian period and bolstered by over a century of practice in the
jetsanate--was summarily veplaced by an imperial provincial administra-
tion. Nith no apparent resistance, the former functicnmaries of the
Betmanate exchanged their heavy swords and colorful Cossack garb for
the rapier, the powdered wig, and the imperial wniform.®® Such a meta-

morphasis was hardly surprising. The choice that the Ukrainian elite

87). Andrievskii lists the number of such officials in Kiev pro-
vince in "Arkhivnaia spravka o sostave Kievskago 'obshchestva' v 1782-
1798 godakh," KSt., No. 2 (1894), pp. 192-203.

. 83For the cultural and political atmosphers of these two provin-
clal capitals see A. Andrievskii, "Arkhivnaia spravka...," pp. 192-203,
~&nd 0. Chloblyn, Liudy Staroi Ukrainy (Munich: 1959), pp. 1-327,

0ne account of such a transformation is I'lia Tymkovs'kyi's

on of how his father, a Cossack official, assumed an imperial
"Zapiski I1'i Fedorovicha Timkovskago," Russkii Arkhiv, Bk I
» Py 1396,
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or Las between service or retirement. The concept of loyalty to the
¢

o service, moreover, was deeply rooted in the Cossack tradition,
“-ﬂll! accepting the provincial reform, the Ukrainian elite
Bt

. their sutochtonous position, based on historical rights and privi-
Jos
. end assumed the role of mere servitors for the imperial bureau-

1eges
this was the crucial transformation in the demise of Ukrainian

" he Hetmanate's Integration Into the Imperial Structure
A The Ukrainian Hilitlﬂ

The provincial reform greatly accelerated the pace of the Het-
gamate's integration into the imperial system by necessitating changes
in the Hetmanate's military organization, Church administration, and
the social structure of the Ukraine. The most immediate problem facing
kmiantsev and his subordinate governors was the confusion the provin-
elal reform introduced into the Ukrainian militaz, Drained by losses of
~perscemel to the civilian administration and fragmented by newly
Instituted territorial divisions, the Ukrainian units were ill-prepared
for any kind of military operation. - Governor-General Rumiantsev had
forseen this situation end had discussed it with Catherine even prior

o the introduction of the Fundamental Law. But the hectic

Mhe reaction of the Ukrainian elite to the reforms will be
ined in the next chapter.

gor this discussion and Catherine's instructions on preparing

1oy 0 for the future reorganization of the Ukranian military, see Dok~
m P. A. Rumiantseva Imperatritse Ekaterine II, 1781 goda," KSt.,
"'wl- pp. 693-703; PSZ, No. 15,265 (October 26, 1781), Vol. X,



~247-

cations for the provincial reform precluded the tackling of the

prop*

11187y P

prﬂ"" P!
within the short space of ten years the traditional Cossack mili-

roblem at this time, and Catherine instructed Rumiantsev to

an for the future reorganization of the Ukrainian military.

organization was replaced by a system of regular imperial regiments.

tary
mis was done in stages. Initially, Rumiantsev recommended the creation
of ten regular military regiments which would retain the names of Ukrain-

92
{an m’“k Pﬂ-lk! -

and Ukrainian starshyna, who were to be granted appropriate military

They were to be staffed by experienced Cossacks

rank. Catherine accepted these suggestions but ignored Rumiantsev's

coplous recommendations as to organization, dress, and dlsciplme.ﬂ

The new carbinecer (karabinerni) regiments were designed to have
s rapld turnover of personnel and thus break down loyalties to the
ancient Cossack polks. Each regiment, numbering 828 men, was comprised
of six wnits of 138 soldiers. Annually, forty-eight of each regiment's
best soldiers were transferred to another detachment, while 120 were
discharged as reservists. Since the temm of service was set at six
years, a complete changeover in the rank and file would occur every

seven years. At the same time, the forty-eight outstanding Cossacks

9%# memorandun was published by M. Sudienko, ed., "Bumagi po
wpravleniiu Malorpssieiu gr. P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskago otnosiash-
chiesia," pp. 153-161. The memorandum is dated August 9, without
specification as to year. Since Catherine's request for the proposal
¢ame on October 26, 1781, and her ukaz creating the new Ukrainian regi-
ments was issued on July 28, 1783, Rumiantsev's recommendation could

have been made only on August 9 of 1782.

9catherine’s July 28, 1783 ukaz to the War College was published
§2-53: the Febru-

by A, Rigel 'man, Letopisnoe povestvovanie, Pt IV, pp.
iry 9, 1784 ukaz is iﬂﬂiﬂaﬂd in EI_L, No. 15,928, Vel. XXII, p. 21.
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5 regiment would systematically enter elite imperial umits.
ed
he ceorganization of the military proceeded slowly, accompanied

confusion. The problem encountered prompted Rumiantsev to issue

guch
L v 1“tn‘lims to the tvo military commanders, major-general Karl
enft

goul 'baTS and lieutenant-general V. Nashchokin, and to provincial
yofl

rs Shirko and Myloradovych as to specific procedures to be fol-
ﬁ!ﬁ He defined each unit's boundaries, headquarters, and recruit-
rritory. Tn addition, he directed that only reliable Cossacks
ye chosen for military service, and that these live near unit headquar-
cars 58 order to reduce cost of upkeep. Officers were to be chosen from

mong the pistinguished Military Comrades (znachne viiskove tovarystve],

Jith participants in the 1769-1774 Turkish Wars given preferemce. Uni-
forss were to be issued for each soldier, but recruit and officer alike
had to provide himself with a horse, arms, and ammunition until imperial
supplies became available.

The new units were manned at a gradual but steady pace--they
vere virtually at full strength when the Russo-Ottoman War erupted in
- 1787. Although now a part of the regular Russian military, the car-
bineer regiments continued to retain mumerous links with their Cossack
origins: the very names of half the carbineer regiments--Starodub, Kiev,
Perelaslav, Chernihiv, and Nizhyn--were a reminder of famous Cossack
Miks; the current units still maintained close affiliation with a
Specific territory, as did the previous sotnias; and virtually all of

il

. Y. Storozhenko analyzes these instructioms in "Reformy v
ipri gr. Rumiantseve," KSt., No. 3 (1891), pp. 483-492.
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e gficers were drawn from the Cossack starshyna. Most importantly
carbincers could be recruited only from among the Cossacks, thus

petuating the exclusively Cossack character of the Hetmanate's mili-
F

eaty”
gowever, the uniquely Cossack make-up of the military was short-

jived. The first blow came as early as 17856 with the creation of a
son $ragoon n:l-:nt.gs Conscripted from peasants living on recently
.‘“]“1“.1 monastery lands, this unit also included a thousand Cossacks
lrﬂ-'f"'"" from the carbineer ru;ilmt!.”' This action was intended
to provide the new regiment with experienced soldiers who could serve
o8 exazples for the raw peasant recruits. Cossacks and peasants were
pow serving in the same regiment under the same military discipline and
thus, for the first time, the clear distinction between the two estates
yas becoming blurred.

More drastic measures were to follow during the Ottoman (1787-
1791) and Swedish (1788-1790) Wars. Strained by wars om two fromts,
the Nar College began conscripting at an increasing rate--four new re-
cruits per 500 taxable persons in 1787; five per 500 in 1788; and two
per 500 in 1790.%7 The manpower shortage continued, however, and in
July 1789, Catherine resorted to another measure--the extension of the

regular imperial draft to the previously exespt Hetmanate.

95952, No. 16,374 (April 10, 1786), Vol. XXII, pp. 574-575.

i """‘ G. Beskrovnyi, Russkaia armiia i flot v XVILI veke (Moscow:
T PP, 296-297, BREESEE—
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o conscription decrees of 1789, reaffirmed and expanded in

- pad 8 meurmd impact on the character of the military. They
1 r

!

98
Legular Bilitary forces.” " All taxable subjects--Cossacks, burghers,

reduced and then eradicated any reglional peculiarities in

s ts--becane liable to conscription, thus putting an end to the

'ﬁ]ul ely Cossack composition of the Hetmanate's armed forces. Re-

erulls
i according to need. This not oaly severed territorial loyalties

o drafted on an imperial basis and then assigned to wvarious

wd the regional tradition of various units but also prevented non-

ossian ethaic homogeneity in any imperial formation. Furthermore, the

jal conscript served for twenty-five years and mot the six desig-
29

pated for the Hetmanate's carbineer umits. The imperial army and
gystea of recruitment, which had created a stratum of professional
soldiers drawn from several social groups and various regions of the
Epire, now extended to the Hetmanate. Living apart from socicty, the
jsperial soldiers' oaly loyalty was to the military umit in which they
spent most of their lives.

Despite depletions in ranks due to the war and the accompanying

iaflux of mon-Cossack and mon-Ukrainian replacements, the carbineer

H.m"%a" No. 16,784 (July 6, 1789), Vol. XXITI, pp. 46-47; No.
=ty {July 7, 1789), Vol. XXIII, p. 47; No. 17,395 (October 6, 1795),
£ ml[l P- m-

truits ”‘l’ the 1795 decree, however, military service required of re-
'Humﬁ" the territory of the Hetmanate and southern Ukraine was
to fifteen years. This was a temporary comcession made to a
POt accustomed to lifelong inductions; see PSZ, No. 17,393
6. 1795), vol. XxiIi, p. 804.
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ained some Ukrainian :hll‘ltttri!tit!.lnu They con-

|ﬂtl -ti 11 Ht’

o include a hard-core
gnwed ©

’d“ rﬂ""“’d soldiering in the Hetmanate. During the reign of Paul

{, howeveT, all imperial carbineer regiments were abolished as part of

of Ukrainian officers and Cossacks who

= Llitary's shift from light to heavy :nllq.ml Thus, the carbi-
jeer's Tole 3% an intermediate step in the integration of the Hetmanate's
gilitery into the imperial system came to an end. The new military

tjons which followed were organized in strict accordance with

ot sndard imperial norms.
A number of attempts were later made to reconstitute special

Cossack wiits on Hetmanate territory. The development of @ tense situa-
ticn in Poland in 1794 prompted the establishment of a regiment of Cos-
sack riflemen, which was then summarily disbanded inm 1706102 This
psttern continued in the nineteenth cemtury: Cossack units were created
in times of emergency (1812 and 1831), and served briefly as irregular
allitary forces. Once the crises involved subsided, the units were
quickly dissolved. The ephemeral efforts were, at best, mere echos of
the Hetmanate's military past. By the end of the eighteenth century,
‘the system of military recruitment and orgamnization in the former Het-

TE——

100The war time operations of the carbineers can be gleaned from
A. N, Petrov, Vtoraia turetskaia voina v tsarstvovanie Imperatritsy

II, T787-1791 g. (2 vols.; St. Petersburg: 1880), Vel. I,
; h-l- II- PP- 1-"‘21 mﬂ i.ll Eh-

. Petersburg: 1902), pp. 251-232.

~ 102psz_ No. 17,200 (Aprid 24, 1794), Vel. XXITI, p. 511; PSZ,
81y, i I‘EE;. Y 5 89
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ed in 1O way from that in the rest of the Empire, and units
e

Fitad
ﬂ-"“ o longer retained any Comnections with the traditions
raed ther®
t
e

- ook ykraine.
‘ of

church_ReoT anization, Secularization, and Russification
B.

As the Ukrainian military was losing its distinct character, the
ptl""" church was also losing the last vestiges of autonomy .
apite their subordination to the Russian Orthodox Church and the Holy
geod 10 St- Potersburg, Ukrainian eparchies still differed from those
of the central provinces in organization and ritual. The Empire's civil
o Church authorities continually strove to reduce these differences
ile the Ukrainian clergy treasured their peculiar rights and even
sought to expand them, as shown by the 1767 Legislative Commission.
uring the early part of Catherine's reign a bitter dispute
developed between the Kievan metropolitan, Arsenii Mohylians'kyi, and
the Symod. Mohylians'kyi wished to retain the title "Metropolitan of
Fev and all Little Russia" and espoused the concept of a separate
"little Russian Church" subordinate to the Synod but under the direct

wthority of the Kievan -utmpuliun.m! These claims were challenged

W the Syod, which subsequently excluded "Little Russia® from the

|

by p m""h conflict over the Kievan metropolitan’s tictle is described
: “"‘lﬁﬂlll. "Iskliuchenie iz titula mitropolitov kievskikh slov,

- it vseia Malyia Rossii' ,"" Kievskie eparkhial'nie vedomosti,

mﬂmﬁ. PP. 546-552. Arsenil Monylians'kyi's concept of a “Little

lgislag yroh” is discussed in the previous chapter, dealing with the
tive Commigsj
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's title.

..tﬂP“Ht“ Ironically, the antagonism generated by this

it :ucﬂ““’ﬂ in temporarily precluding any other imperial encroach-

con-

_eat on Ukrainian church organization or religious practices.

However, with the institution of the Provincial reform, the ques-

pion of Ukrainian Church organization arose once again,

cial poundaries completely disregarded the traditional territorial

divisions of Church eparchies. As a result,

The new provin-

Some provinces contained

several eparchies and others none; some eparchies were themselves divided

py provincial boundaries. The situation was particularly serious in

the Hetmanate, for Kiev province incorporated the sees of two eparchies,
both Kiev and Pereiaslay, while Novhorod-Sivers'k contained mone. The
subdivisions of the eparchies, the protopopia, were equally confusing.

The Pryluky protopopia, for example, had jurisdiction over parishes
locsted in the Pryluky, Hlyn and Romen districts of Chernihiv province,

s well as the Piriatyn district of Kiev province.'® Each protopopia,
therefore, necessarily contended with a great many new and frequently
everlapping state agencies.

Catherine decided that the best solution to these territorial
discrepancies lay in readjusting eparchial boundaries to provincial
omes: in May, 1784 she instructed the Holy Synod and the Senate to
provide for such reform.’%® The project which the Synod them initiated

101van M. Pokrovskii, Russkiia eparkhii v XVI-XIX vv; ikh
505tav i peredely. tiﬁiﬁm—htuﬁ:ﬁ:ﬁngu 1 _geografi-

zan: 1897-1913), Vol. 1I, pp. 717718.

IH“- orders were lished in Polnoe sobranie postanovienii i
driathenii pa ﬂmtﬂsﬁﬂiﬂ'ﬂﬁll edaniia [hHI'ICETrth @--
< peratrits EEltur.m Vtoroi (3 vols.; St.

BT
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yptended 0 apply to all eparchies in the Empire; planning proceeded

however, and on completion, the reform was only partially

mzﬂntﬁ|tu The I'ﬂlﬂtim d‘ilinﬂ with the uh'r.inim tP.TEhiEI was

with singular speed, being proclaimed by Catherine on March 27,

“1.5-“:1

According to this decree and its subsequent revisions, each pro-
Jsce V3 to contain one eparchy whose boundaries were to correspond
gsactly to those of the Fminﬂ-m. The implementation of the decres
cqused 5090 difficulties. For example, the Fereiaslav-Borespil eparchy
4as sbolished and its bishop transferred to the newly-created Novhored-
sivers'k eparchy, but the preparation of the new residency of the bishop--
& W'm monastery--was considerably delayed because its monks con-
¢imoed to send reports to--and expect replies from--the Chemihiv con-
Jistory, not the Novhorod-Sivers'k one.'”? Such probleas were soon
sursounted, and the borders of the Ukrainian eparchies became coterminous
vith the Kiev, Chernihiv, and Novhored-Sivers'k pruvincns‘"n Ecclesi-

astical jurisdiction over church monasteries now also corresponded to

1061yan M. Pokrovskii, Russkiia eparkhii..., Vel. II, p. 719,

107p52, No. 16,174 (March 27, 1785), Vol. XX1I, pp. 329-330; PSP,
tvovanie. ..Ekateriny Vtoroi, No. 1210 (March 27, 1785), Vol. 1IT,

1081, addition to the March 27, 1785 decree, see the following

wkazy and directives: PSP, Tsarstvovanie...Ekateriny Vtoroi, No. 1213
31, 1785), Vol. TII, pp. 15-16; No. lllﬂ_lpr:il 10, 1785), Veol.
HI, p. 17; No. 1223 (May 16, 1785), Vol. III, pp. 26-27.

1991, pokrovskii, Russkiia eparkhii..., Vol. II, p. 719.

“ulhtulu of the territorial changes are given in I. Pokrovskii,
Vol. 11, pp. 719-T22.
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:P'r';hht boundaries, with the single exception of the Caves

0e . which continued to deal directly with the synud."“

in sddition to this restructuring, the imperial and church suthori-

Because of Roman
e and Dniate pressure, the Orthodox Population of the

Jecided to create an episcopal see for Poland.
eies

P
;.thﬂl olish

1th--Right Bank Ukraine and Byelorussia--were without a hier-
Componved

Existing parishes and monasteries

= WeTe administered through

308 eparchies in the Russian Empire which were in closest proximity--

ey, Pereiaslay, or Mohyliv. However, increased Russian influence
¥

(g Polish affairs following the first partition forced Polish suthori-

tjes to accept an Orthodox prluttﬁuz Since the Kiev metropolia had

s long tradition of legitimate Orthedoxy within the Polish-Lithuanian
commonwealth, it was imperative that the new bishop be in some way com-
pected with Kiev--a requirement filled by naming Viktor Sadovs'kyi
bishop of Pereiaslav and coadjutor of the Kievan -atrnpulitm.l“ The

Mlpsp, Tsarstvovanie...Ekateriny Vtoroi No. 1213 (March 31,
ns), VoI, Tir, pp. 15-16, —— — ot

W2ror the official decrees creating the mew eparchy, outlining
its administrative structure, and appointing its first bishop, see:

- B, Ko. 16,173 (March 27, 1785), Vol. XXII, P. 329 and No. 16,202 (May
E:.ITIH, Vol. XXII, p. 396: PSP, Tsarstvovanie,. -Ekateriny Vtoroi,

fo. 1209 (March 27, 1785), Vol 111, p. 12; No. 1212 (March 31, 1785),
Yol. TII, pp. 13-14; No. 1214 (April 1, 1785S), Vol. III, pp. 16-17; No.
17 (my 2, 1785), vol, LII, p. 18; No. 1220 (May 15, 1785), Vol. IiI,
;;lﬂ; Wo. 1221 (May 1S, 1785), Vol. 111, PpP- 25; No. 1230 (July 4, 1785),
X, II, pp. 35-38; No. 1240 (October 3. 1788), Vol. III, pp. 65-66;
e ¥ (October 20, 1785), Vol. 111, pp. 66-67: No. 1248 (December 15,
" b Vol. 111, PP. 72-73; No. 1262 (March S, 1786), Vol. ¥II, pp. 83-

I.I.Sh

addition to its appearance in official documents, the event

B 1 Mby 1. Pokrovskif, Busskiia eparkhii.... Vol. II. pp. 726-734;

Mg 1TO¥, Kievskaia eparthiis-mit II-XVIIT vv (Vol. II of
i 4L Tstve v
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ation was thus under the jurisdiction of the Kiev metro-

o

St .ﬂnilterﬂ'd by a specially appointed bishop, residing not

ss1av--35 his title would indicate--but in Poland. When Bishaop

jn Pered

yiaeor #¢
b of allegiance to the Polish king, thus attempting to minimize
114

suped his pastoral duties, Catherine even permitted him to take

friction with the Polish authorities.
the territorial reform was only the first step in a renewed
Jffort at integrating Ukrainian eparchies into the imperial system.
(onditions for the successful implementation of such policy were more
gavorable mow than in previous times. The sbolition of the Hermanate's
sative gdeinistration and military structure made the continued exis-
sence of even limited autonomy by the Ukrainian emrchies seeam an unde-
sizsble anomaly. Moreover, the ground for a policy of integration had
been well-prepared by the appointment of a pro-integrationist prelate,
' gomuf) Myslavs'kyi as Kievan ntmpﬂl:l.tin.us
Metropolitan Samuil's appointment, similar to that of Govermor
Wrloradovych, was another a:ﬂpli of imperial co-option. Again a Ukrain-
im vas to introduce imperial norms into the Hetmamate. A graduate of

the Kievan Academy and subsequently its rector, Myslavs'kyi pursued a

Istoriia Minskoi arkhiepiskopii (1793-1832 g.) (St. Petersburg: 1893),
3 estvenskii, "'Samuil Mislavskii, mitropolit kievskii,

- s Fe

Trudy Kievskoi dukhovnoi akademii, No. 5 (1877), pp. 325-359.
o Pokrovskii, Russkiia eparkhii..., Vol. i1, p. 729.

%llsn. appointment was made on September 22, 1783. See A.

+ "Samuil (v mire-Simeon Grigorevich Mislavskii),” Russkii bio-
Vol. Sabaneev-Smyslov (St. Petersburg: 1904),

i slovar'




yliten Samuil maintained Connections with the court and became

e griend of the Grand Duke. 1n imperia] circles he had a repu-
L]

jon 45 3 scholar, an able administrator,

and a progressive cleric
oen to suggestions for reforn. At the prosulgation of the Provincial

peforss, the thea archbishop Samuil welcomed them by delivering a special
posily "An Oration on the Great Institutions Established by Catherine”

jove © yelikikh predmetakh uchrezhdenii Ekntnrinz} which was subse-

gently lished in several languages.
#I"ll lnl? ;
Kith/ of an accomodating - metropolitan, the imperial authorities

proceeded with the next stage in the dismantlement of Ukrainian Church
mtonoy--the secularization of Church wealth. Because of their privi-
leged position in the then autonomous Hetmanate, the Ukrainian bishop-
ries and monasteries had escaped imperial Church secularization in

1762. Catherine now wished to rectify this situation. In a decres

issued om April 10, 1786, she stated: ™Now with the creation of the

three Little Russian provinces--Kiev, Chernihiv, and Novhorod-Sivers'k--
% m equal basis with other provinces in Qur Empire, We deem it appro-
Mriate to also introduce the necessary conformity in regard to the upkeep

|

a summary of Mys'lovs'kyi's career including his publi-
» See A. Cherkas, "Samuil...," pp. 178-79; for more detailed

see: F. Rozhdestvenskii, “Samuil Mislavskii, mitrpolit

o evskoi dukhovnoi akademii, No. 3 (1878), pp. 510-
oL Egﬁ“ O e (1577, pp. 3-39; No. S (1877),

i No. & (1877), pp. 529-577.

i

i
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+» residences and monasteries w117

pishops

ghe
of Je conformity might have been the foremost reason for

i & .

phi
15 espousal of secularization, she must also have been quite
appent™

'.ﬂ#f the benefits it would bring to the state. In this instance,

,,.za

, industries, and other incomes of all monasteries and

ity peant that the provincial Directors of Economy appropriated

;¢ residences, while the state financially supported some of these
eries, schools, churches, and Hshnps residences in accordance

5 scale established in l?ﬂ..lu Peasants living on Church and

nsstery lands became state serfs, liable to all state taxes and the
ity draft. In fact, a special grenadier unit was recruited from
pese former ponastery mu_ll! A census conducted in the 1780's--
just prior %o secularization--gives a good indication of the extemt of
the state's mew acquisitions. Of the fifty-four propertied monasteries
sweaticned, cighteen were only marginal (fifty households or less),
menty-four were self-sufficient (between fifty and 400 households),
eleven were wealthy (400 to 2000 households), and the Caves Monastery
as deesed immensely welathy (4000-5000 households).'??

The main secularization decree listed the amounts designated for

llTrs: No. 16,375 (April 10, 1786), Vol. XXII, pp. $75-576,
ﬂrﬁtmvanm...!katen "o"tnrm, No. 1271 (npr:r.l 10, 1786),
"'ﬂl-r. R O T

1788 I“nl-'-ﬁ provisions were outlined im PSZ, No. 16,374 (April 10,
). Vol. XXIT, pp. 574-575; and in PSP, Tsarstvovanie...Ekateriny

Yoroi, Xo. 1270  (April 10, 1786), Vol. TiI, pp. 92-93.

USniq

Pavlo Fedorenko, ™I istorii monsstyrs'koho hospodarstva nd

i
mrﬁﬂl:hi IVII-XVILI vv," ZIFV [V] UAN, Bk XI {1927), ppP- 167-168.
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phec? of each school, episcopal residence and approved monastery,
the

i1 29 for the salaries of the Ukrainian bishﬂp:.”l Of the three
we
e

, the Kiev metropolitan fared best. He was allotted the same
piers

pend 85 the archbishop of Moscow (3,744 rubles 40 kopeks annually)
::;h'ﬂ" an additional allowance for the maintenance of his episcopal
esidence, Staff, and eparchial administration (2954 rubles &5 kopeks
-,ullﬂ" Moreover, the Kievan metropolitan also held the position of
srehimandrite of the Caves Monastery, resided there and, as a comsequence,
seceived another salary plus the funds marked for the Caves Monastery

(10,570 Tubles a year). The metropolitan's mansjon, however, was

sppropriated by the state and was to house a provincial school and a
part of the Kievan Academy. The rest of the Academy was to be moved

to the Caves Monastery while the Academy building was to be converted
into 2 hospital. Fairly large sums were designated for the Lievan
Acadeny (8,400 rubles), Chernihiv Collegium (2,000 rubles), and 2 new
Kovhorod-Sivers'k Seminary (2,000 rubles), but these institutions were
10 fimction solely as semimaries. The bishops of Novhorod-Sivers'k and

Oernihiv were allocated annual salaries of 5,900 rubles each, from

Mtﬂtiﬂ. Finally, each monastery scheduled for continued operation
:3-' illotted funds according to its official status and number of

In mﬁ‘u No. 16,375 (April 10, 1786), Vol. XII, pp. 575-576; and

Yol 7. ASTStvovanie. . .Ekateriny Vtoroi, No. 1270 (April 10, 1786),

vario 1t PP+ 93-95 and kniga szatw. In addition to these official

e ¥+ SeVeral other publications contain this decree copied from
tonicn 1) documents. See KSt, No. 6 (1882), Pp. 329-332; A. Rigel'man

vestvovanie, Pt IV, pp. 56-62; the latter is especially

Rigel"man gives the most detailed itemization of sums
Sppended to the actual decree (pp. 59-62).
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The jmplementation of these decrees raised new Problems. Cather

5 Li11ing, however, to make concessions on minor issues as long

# substance of the reform remained intact. For instance, the secy
. -

gl decree was prosulgated at SPring time, after the fields had
but it did

jart

Not specify whether the new harvest was

35 8 result of repeated requests from metropolitan Samuij Myslavs 'kyi,
-~ songsteries--even those scheduled for closure--received Catherine's
mission to gather the last BEVORE e AR G the Bl
peropolitan protested to Governor-General Rumiantsey that the Lavra

od his episcopal residenctwere quite inadequate to house the Kievan
: |,=lﬂ due to Rumiantsev's efforts, these directives were later

rescinded. The Kievan Academy remained at its previous location, and
sithough the metropolitan obtained new quarters at the Cayes Monastery,

te also kept his old episcopal rtsidmn.lu
But another problem was not so readily soluble--that is, the

fate of the monks and nuns displaced by the reform. According to the
dpril decree, the three eparchies were to maintain the following reli-
gious institutions: three first-class monasteries (each housing thirty-

o 1225 Rozhdestvenskii, "Samuil Mislavskii...," No. 4 (1877), pp
W,

3

Mum Myslavs'kyi's mlphints to Rumiantsev were pub-

lished in a perturbatsiia 1786 g.," KSt., No. 4 (1883), pp.

.ﬁ.-il.

mm No. 16,411 (July 13, 1786), Vol. XI1, pp. 631- 632; a
tmiu-.. Eht£ 4 Vtoroi, No. 1288 {(July 13, 1786), Tt'ul
M, e
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onks) i six second-class monasteries (each hous ing seventeen menks):

P" I""‘l:ll!" msteriﬁ ipaoR hw’inl twelve Bonks); ome firﬂ—c]:u

sjng 72 nuns); one second-class convent (housing seventeen

and four third-cliss convents (each housing seventeen nung).
¢he monks of the Caves Monastery..

ting who were Tecipients of

o

it ™

1egd provision was made for the livelihood of 249 monks and
residing in thirteen sonasteries and six convents 125
1 g
ts and monasteries were to be abolished,
el con

jdy--and several sonks and nuns Serving at episcopal resi-

All

This entailed the
. of forty-two institutions dispossessing 466 monks, 510 nuns and
¢l

nine monastic superiors. 126

As soon as Catherine realized the magnitude of this dislocation,
- ctlined several measures designed to alleviate the situation, A
iy 15, 1786 ukaz granted the dislodged monks snd mums minimal state
pusions, vhile permitting the continued existence of several monasteries
arlginally scheduled for closure. 1In addition, it forbade the officially
rcopnized monasteries to accept any novices until all displaced nuns
od mnks found new residences, and strongly recomsended that many monks
od nns be transferred ocutside of the l.!knina.ln The state even sub-
sidized several monastories which previously were scheduled to be abol-

1hed, 128

—_—

125500 footnote 121,

wne T A Temovskii, "Izlishie malorossiiskie monakhi kontsa VILI
Bt Bt., No. 6 (1882), p. 334.

m'l!m 124,

iy Tsarstvovani July 13, 1786)
.« . EKat Vtoroi, No. 1289 (July 13, s
S, p T m‘_]‘m. 7 uly 15, %5‘,_%1'. 111, pp. 112-114.
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uth'ﬂ"l' concessions gave Ukrainian monastics a brief respite
,t'ﬂlﬂ" for existence and greatly reduced chances of overt
| it
| ¥ i the displaced monks and mums lived either inm officially

i
iﬂw:ﬂ

el
h_r Iﬂlmt

m“,uriﬂ--ﬂllich therefore exceeded the number of permitted

or in the monasteries not receiving state subsidies but sup-

ary contributions and those made by the bishop.}?® An

1, 1788 decree gave all unsubsidized monasteries third-class

and forbade parish collections for momastery Wle:p_lm RO

gats
rary pature of such additional state fini.ntinl was emphasized
the e
L) |

’".'Iﬂ that there were still 264 monks and 390 nuns in excess of the

132
ficially approved mumber. In response to this, on August 3 1780 an

guz pointed out the great many vacancies that existed in other parts
of the Espire and ordered what was previously only recommended--the
placement of Ukrainian monks and nuns outside the Ukrainian :arlm:nm:h..i,m:.“1rt

Js & result, Ukrainian monks were sent to the eparchies of Moscow,

12%The crowded conditions of the subsidized monasteries and metro-
pelitan Myslavs'kyi's efforts to finance the other monasteries are des-
cribed In F. Rozhdestvenskii, "Samuil Maslavskii...," No. 4 (1877), pp.
i6-15.

130ps2, No. 16,721 (October 17, 1788), Vol. XXII, p. 1120; PSP,
Eﬁ%&%, No. 1414 (October 17, 1788), Vol ILI,
L. s more det nstructions in No. 1415 (October 25,
iT$8), Yol. 1I1, pp. 264-265.

Tsarstvovanie.. .Ekateriny Vtoroi, No. 1417 (November 29,

ey, g"“ﬁm

Tsarstvovanie...Ekateriny Vtoroi, No. 1442 (August 3, 1789),

WL 10y, 33eT

m"'ﬂlu PP. 292-297.

R
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134
giazen’s suzdal' and Yologa. Due to such transfers and

j'skr
#&lﬂ:l“' the dis

¥ rous officially a
ped DY the nuse Y 3pproved monasteries and convents
| of e E=p
Do

placed Ukrainian monks and nuns were gradually

ire.

i Catherine's concessions, secularization evoked only minor

13 on the PaTt of the Ukrainian sonastics. The most drastic inci-

of protest occurred during Catherine's scheduled visit to the

esbyhi s

catherine that the monastery had been ravaged by fire: the

iyl gonastery in 1787. On the moming of the visit, a courier

themselves had apparently set it sblaze rather than receive the

ks

#ﬁﬂt who
s n Lsolated incident; for the most part, the Ukrainian monks accepted

had caused their oxder such dl:trl:!:.lﬁ However, this

selr fate passively--an attitude fostered by the Ukrainian hierarchy.
Jetropolitan Samuil Myslavs'kyi, im particular, travelled widely,
m obedience to the law and the proper authorities and praised
the reforms as both useful and mﬂ!lﬂ.lm At the same Time, the
stropolitan did much to improve the conditions of the dispossessed
aonks and muns--providing housing, contributing money, and intervening

oa their behalf in the E-m:ta.u? Once the gradual absorption of the

o 135, pothdestvenskii, "Samuil Mislavskii...," No. 4 (1877), pp-
1,

1351p44, p. 17; there may have been an additional reason for
e dislike of E’nhuri::u on the part of the Mezhyhirs'kyi monks. Their
and most generous patron had been the Zaporozhian Sich, which

m‘. of course, had destroyed.
ma.u.;‘l Fl 17-

1 mm‘-—i_;':l m- lﬂ*ﬂ.
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uns by v
- ; ponks and B Y various momasteries of the Empire had begun,
1ife returned to normal, although greatly reduced in nusber.

#‘_‘tlﬂ
b o change effected was indeed profound, for the Ukrainian monks
¥

) s who remained were, in reality, virtual state employees.
Increased state control and more rigid ecclesiastical regulations
ese 30¢ limited to monast.c life but also applied to the regular, or
pocalar clergy. According To a long-standing Ukrainian tradition, local
parishes elected their own priests. At the death or dismissal of the
parish priest, the commmity would select the local cantor or a student
from the Eievan Academy, who was then ordained by the H:hup_l‘“ In
sddition to local aspirants, there were a great nusber of priests and
stodents of the Kievan or Chemnihiv Academy, or Kharkiv Collegiua, who
grevelled from place to place in search of a vacant parish. The vari-
s candidates pleaded with local parishes for acceptance, and, omce
chosen, were totally dependent upon the commumities which they served.
This situvation changed in the latter part of the

eighteenth century. A 1778 edict allocated a fixed amount of land,
weadows, orchards and other sources of income to each puish.ug An-
other decree regulated the number of priests, deacons, diaks, and other

— ———

13%ykrainian parish life has been described by E. M. Kryzhanovskii,
"cherki byta iuzhno-russkago sel'skago dukhovenstva v XVIII v.," Sob-

Sochinenii E. M. anovskago (2 vols.; Kiev: 1890), Vol. T,
E‘ﬂh - 01 tors'kyi, "Suspil'ne stanovyshche biloho

‘kcio dukhovenstva na Ukraini i Rossyi [sic] v XVIII v.," Zapysky
m""lﬂﬂu im. Shevchenka, Vol. XXI (1898), pp. 1-47; A.
m: "Ocherki iz byta Malorossii XVIIL veka; I. Prikhodskoe
“‘“‘"‘" Russkii Arkhiv, no volume given (1871), pp. 1884-1905,

lﬂ!' M. Kryzhanovskii, "Ocherki byta...," p. 436.
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rs to be maintained by each parish and required that all

"ﬂi‘ﬂ
arf"' 140

v appointees be approved by the local bishop. These ukazy
gerd

o3 such of the control over the local clergy from the commmity
',jﬂ
. the I‘llw!"

o D¢ jocal priest's vpkeep and could alter, virtually at will, the
vl
,,.d.ﬂl‘“ of

jeast 3 pinimal income, wvithout the necessity of beseeching the coa-
it

Up to this time, the cosmunity or local landlord pro-

his service. Now the priest and his successor were assured

for funds. It was now more important to the priest that he obtain

gt 7
cufirsation of his post from the local bishop. The community still

wmﬂiﬂ

pave the appropriate educational level, be exempt from the poll tax

(thus be 8
goral mm."l On occasion, bishops appointed priests directly.

to suggest an appointee, but its candidate had to
recognized nobleman or clergyman), and had to have a good

Jetropolitan Samuil, in particular, was quite successful in filling
parish posts directly with graduates of the Kievan Academy and thus

created a precedent for direct episcopal appointaents of all -:lirl:..t.ul

Jsseries of educational reforms further weakened local customs.
Metropolitan Samuil wished to introduce uniform education for parish
priests. He was particularly determined to limit the great number of
poorly educated and frequently unemployed wandering priests who virtually

W0psz No. 14,807 (October 8, 1778), Vol. XX, pp. 752-753, and
“:I% Tsarstvovanie...Ekateriny Vtoroi, No. 889 (October 8, 1778),

» Pp. 211-212.

Mgy yrronanovskii, “Ocherki byta...," pp. 436-439; F. Rozhest-
Waskii, "Samyi) Mislavskii...," No. 4 (1877), pp. 32-33.

W2 pothestvenskil, "Samuil Mislavskii...," No.

4 (1877), p- 31.
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o4 their ordination from Moldavian and Greek bishops.

'L'J._t "l?

. pﬂ""‘“‘““ local clergy. He therefore encouraged the sons of
"I i

griest? to enter the Academy and prepare for the priesthood. Alsa,

carric?
aation £°
lu’i-‘.l‘ ’tudiﬁl .

jemy WOS thus t
In addition to improving the Academy's theological studies,

Myslavs %yi

planting such aspirants with a stable, well-educated. and

the

jum of the Academy--which up to this time provided a general edu-
¢ pembers of all social groups--was vevamped in favor of theo-
143 By Catherine's orders, the once famous Kievan

ransformed into a local seminary,

Jetropolitan Myslavs'kyi launched a campaign to maintain the purity of

che fussian language. He was particularly dismayed that the students

i faculty of the Academy used a mixture of Ukrainian, Polish, and

1stin in both their spoken and written language, thus deviating from

e ecently standardized literary Russian. He prescribed that instruc-
wien be held "in accordance to poetic books published in Moscow and books
of oratory adhering to the rules of Master Lomonosov. " 44 Myslavs'kyi
even sent two of his best students to the university in Moscow, order-
iog them to learn Creat Russian speech and pronunciation. Onme of these
students, Mykyta Sokolovs'kyi, subsequently became instructor of Russian
1t the Academy. ik Despite these efforts, some of the Academy staff

- wafessed to the metropolitan that they were "unable to rid theaselves

¢f their Little Russian manner of spuch_"uﬁ

143por a detailed account of these changes see N. Petrov, Kiev-

812 Academija y tsarstvovanie Ekateriny Il (Kiev: 1906).
-‘I-Jul“p' Rhozhestvenskii, “Samuil Mislavskii...," No. 5 (1877), vp-

MSmid., p. 304. 1461bid., p. 304.
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hus, DY the last quarter of the eighteenth century, the Ortho-

the Hetmanate lost its |
#’ Wﬁh in 5_last shred of wtﬂﬂ-ﬂ'ﬂr and

pecon® compl

Lere sdjusted by the Synod and secular suthorities at will, The Church's

etely integrated into Russian state Orthodoxy. Its eparchi
5 s

,,plll"“ confiscated, and its bishops, hegumens, priests, and monas-
cs becanes in fact, state employees. The number of priests, deacons
-‘;thlt church personnel was determined by the state, as were all

quarch finances. The Ukrainian clergy was required to follow the "Spiri-
o egulations” issued by the Holy Synod, and the elite of the clergy,
educated at the Kievan Academy, was trained to be proficient in

pssian, By the turmn of the century, the Church in the provinces of

the former Hetmanate had-not only become a plisble servant of the Empire,
yut also assumed a new role as a Russifier of the Ukrainian populace.

€. The Reshaping of Ukrainian Society on the Imperial Pattern

Imperial absorption of the Ukrainian Church and military was
asccospanied by the fusion of the Ukrainian and Russian social struc-
tures. This process, which had begun in the seventeenth century

was greatly accelerated by the introduct ion of the
provincial reform and the implementation of new imperial charters granted

the nobility and townsmen. In the brief period between 1782 and 1786,

te change in social organization was dramatic: the Ukrainian mobility

hﬂﬂ of the imperial dvorianstve; town dwellers in the Hetmanate
becane  subject to the same legal, economic, and social regulations &3
H in the rest of the E‘lPiﬂi and the I]'h."l‘lﬂ-ilﬂ antr}" became

il.l;- id legally enserfed.
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The :Ilﬁtlni of recognition as dvoriane to a major part of the

(sinian pobility came as the culmination of a virtually century-long
i

petween the Ukrainian elite and the central suthorities. As

ce 88 1761, sons of that elite were denied admission into the Imperial
s

cadet CoTPs because there were "no dvoriane in Little Russia. "7 e

jmperial government did not, however, consisteatly adhere to such a
#itinl« For example, the Ukrainian shliakhta's participation in the
1767 Legislative Commission indicates that the imperial authorities

— certainly aware of the existence of a social group in the Hetman-

ste which equalled the dvorianstvo in service, honor, eduestion and
life style. But until 1782, the central government had made only
sporadic efforts to integrate the two elites.

It was the implementation of the provincial reform which finally
forced the central authorities to face this question. The Fundamental
Lav called for exclusive dvorianstvo control of many governmental
offices, a separate court system for the nobility, district and provin-
¢lal organizations for the dvorianstvo, local assemblies of the
ncbility which elected marshals and dealt with local problems. These
rights could hardly be applied without
the Ukrainian elite, As a consequence, the view that there were "no
$oriane in Little Russia" was dropped, and a major part of the Ukrain-
laa elite yas quickly brought into the dvorianstvo. As in the rest of

e

H?n. Miller, "Prevrashchenie malorusskoi starshiny v ilvurinnstm,"
1 %o. 1 (1897), p. 18, p. 26; A. V. Romanovich-Slavatinskii,
t¥0 v Rossii ot nachala XVIII veka do otmeny krepostna

Tava

~3
o



-2169-

papire wpobility" was derived from services. Administrators of
e

e who continued in service received imperial ranks which

e 148 _
F'dﬂ for Non-serving mesbers of the elite

er, required to produce evidence of nobility,
wpifer

gutomatic ennoblenment,

paced by the absence of any imperial regulations governing the
s of this non-serving elite into the dvorianstvo, Governor-

Sibesl pamiantsev requested guidance from Catherine, who responded

g sending hinm 3 preliminary draft of what later became the 1785

Garter of the thilil:j'."g The Charter, which was intended to apply
t the whole Empire, specified that deputies of each district, together
Jth the parshal of the nobility, verify the credentials of an appli-
et for dvorianstve. o0 Designed as a procedure for incorporating

pew mesbers into a recognized body of dvoriane, it was quite inadequate
for an area where the composition of the dvorianstvo had nmot as yet

been established. Covernor-General Rumiantsev, however, did mot seek

wy further clarifications. Being very favorably disposed towards the

Wikor the official 1ist of Ukrainian positions and their im-
prial equivalents, see "Zapiska i1 dela, proizvedannago v Komitete
utverzhdennom pri Pravitel'stvuiushchesm Senate; kasatel'no
P na dvorianstva byvshikh malorossiiskikh chinov," ChQIDR, Bk LI,
"V (181), pp. 103 and 107.

MSpumiantsev's request is contained in "Doklad grafa P. A.
Maistseva Imperatritse Ekaterine I1 za 1781 goda,” Kst., No. 12 (1884),
693-203; for Catherine's answer, see PSZ, No. 15,265 (October 26,
hhlim' XXI, pp. 295-296; D. Miller indicates that Catherine did,
“-m- in 1781 forward a preliminary draft of the 1785 Charter to the

N1 ¥; "Prevrashchenie malorusskoi starshiny v dvorianstvo,” KSt.,
“m]l P- H“.

. Joasg The provisions of the Charter are discussed at length in Robert

h"'“;rm Emancipation of the Russian Nehility 1762-1785 (Princeton
: 'mi W-E::m: 1973), pp. 2712-299.
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pobility, he interpreted Catherine's response as a blanket

Mut jon to t

Under famiantsev's benevolent authority, the Ukrainian elite
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he elite for determining membership im the dvorianstvo.

ried out jts owm transformation. Three to four delegates were elected

- district who, assisted by the provincial marshal, were to regis-
in

51 These functionaries were, of course,

Y acbles in rtsidence.l
i smundated with thousands of genealogies, charters, documents and
s gffidavits. Even in the best of circumstances the verification
of this gaterial would have been time-consuming and difficult. In fact,
ere is considerable evidence that wide-spread corruption occurred

l i the form of bribery, fake genealogies, and forged documents.

lar "diploma mills™ in Polish Ukraine sold hundreds of fake genealo-

fies and charters to candidates for Russian duurhnsm.lsz The nusber
of new dvoriane swelled rapidly, reaching 30,000 by the 1790°s,1>>

151p, miller, "Prevrashchenie...,"” KSt., No. 2 (1897), p. 200.

152)1eksandra Efimenko, "Malorusskoe dvorianstvo i ego sud'ba,”
Juzhnaia Rus'; Ocherki izsledovaniia i zametki (2 wols.; St. Petersburg:
ﬁmi. Vol. I, p. 186; A. V. Romanovich-Slavatinskii, Dvorianstve...,
P .

l"I"’II: is very difficult to determine with any accuracy the number
of dvoriane in the provinces of the former Hetmanate. A. Romanovich-
Slavatinskii lists 100,000 (Dvorianstvo, p. 108). He unquestionably is
the estimate of the anonymous early nineteenth-century author

a2 do Maloi Rossii prinadlezhashchia (written approximately
ChOIDR, Bk I, Pt IT (1848), pp. 1-55; the num-
ber of dvoriane is given on p- 20). This number, however, must be dis-
fumted. First, it is not based on any census; secondly, the author in-
Clisdes Petty functionaries who had no rights to hereditary nobility and
“ld at best receive only a personal title for life. Furthermore, the
™er is probably highly inflated and used as a literary deviee. The
.’uu“' is, after all, making fun of all the petty claimants to the no-
consy Y. A more productive comparison results from the use of the various
) - The 1782 census cannot provide any accurate figures, for the
of the dvorianstvo had not as yet been completed. The first

-4
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op 0 1784, when the preliminary draft of the Charter of the

i1t had become generally known, the Ukrainian elite preferred to
Aain the Tights of the old Commonwealth shliakhta rather than join the
gession avorianst
srious Fdﬂ.].ll&! denied the Russian dvorianstvo.

githosnian

ond was exempt from any state service or troop quarterings (the

vo. The reason for this was that the shliakhta enjoyed
154
According to the

statute, 2 nobleman <ould participate in Sejms and local

jatter Tight was also granted in part to the Russian dvorianstvo). It
= yirtually jmpossible for a noble to lose his title, and his estate

-'antﬂ from confiscation. He could be arrested only if a court

——

—

——
cemsus that could reflect the number of new dvoriane was conducted in

1795: enfortunately it is not available. A report on the number of
sobles given in 1800 probably reflects the 1795 census, since the next
census after 1795 was conducted in 1811. In any case, two very promin-
et statisticians--V. M. Kabuzan and 5. M. Troitskii--use this report
from 1800 in giving the 1795 figures for Left-Bank Ukraine ("Izmeneniia

v chislenposti, udel'nom vese i razmeshchenii dvorianstva v Rossii v
Istoriia SSSR, No. 4 (1971), pp. 167-168). According

1782-1858 gg.,"

to kabuzan and Troitskii, there were 18,599 dvoriane in the territories

of the former Hetmanate. In addition, 22,702 individuals were admitted
on-nobles, The claims of

iato the dvorianstvo and listed as taxable n
10,105 were eventually rejected, while the remaining 12,597 were recCog-

aized and counted as dvoriane in the 1795 census. Chernihiv province
proved to be an exception, for it still retained 2616 recognized dvori-

me on its tax records (see D. Miller, wprevrashchenie...," KSt., No. 3
stimate of 30,000 as the

(1897), pp. 367-370). In order to obtain an e
mmber of dvoriane in the 1780's (before the Ukrainians encountered any
&ifficulties at the Heraldry Office), the 1795 (1800) census figure of
13,599 dvoriane has been accepted as a base 1o which have been added
both the 10,105 persons excluded from the rolls in the 1790's and the

] %16 dvoriane npot appearing on the 1795 Chernihiv census because they
¥ere listed as taxable. This comes t0 3 total of 31,720 dvoriane.

Miller, wprevrashchenie...,”

k- lﬂh -

: good summary of these, se€ D. _ :
'%‘ No. 2 (1897), pp. 194-196. A d;tniler.l listing is contained in

1786 law code, N. Vasilenko, ed., Ekstrakt iz ukazov..., PP- 216-231.
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2 ‘“ﬂd; even then, he was to be tried by his peers, but not tortured
to death. Finally, the shliakhta possessed wide-ranging economic

or PO*
rAghts’

duct tl.l'lff'
courses only theoretical, the Ukrainian elite did mot want to surrender

full exploitation of property, including farming and mining;
p and establishment of towns and villages: and license to

free trade. Although many of these liberties were, of

#l-r c].l.lﬂ"-
With the gradual emancipation of the Russian dvorianstvo from

state service and its evolution into a semi-corporate entity,

compul s0TY
the gap between the rights of the shliakhta and that of the dvorianstvo

parrowed considerably. The culmination of this process came with the

Cuarter to the Nobility granted by Catherine in 1?35.155 The Charter

specified that a Russian dvorianin could not be deprived of life, status,

or property by the arbitrary action of the state, If accused of 2

crise, he was to be tried by his peers: no corporal punishment was

permitted. 1f tried for a capital offense, the case had to be reviewed

by the Senate and Empress. The nobleman was freed from compulsory

state service, except in national emergency.
taxes and from the quartering of troops on his property. He could tra-

vel sbrosd and even enter foreign service,
vs economic rights included complete legal

He was exempted from all

but not in a state unfriendly

to the Empire. The noble
omership of his estate and the full expl
sources on his estate, including the labor of his

pitation of all natural re-

serfs. He could sell

"I-___h___'__ =
, pp. 272-299.

ancipation...
-3 155pjscussed in Robert Jm;i;ﬂ%ﬁﬁmmuinim elite
Y its transformation into the dvorianstvo.
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and OWR Property in town. Nobles who PoOssessed estates could
s P!

cooperative associations:

-ﬂll in the Association of Nables

je dvorianstva) elected the various officials as stipulated by

the thl Law, provided for orphans and widows, collected monies

(o various local projects and, in effect, acted as an auxiliary to the

catherine's 1785 Charter to the Nobility provided a powerful

jus for the final merger of the Ukrainian and Russian elites. By

seconing part of the Russian dvorianstvo, the Ukrainian elite would

ceceive many of the prerogatives that it claimed as shliakhta. The poli-
tical rights of the Lithuanian Statute--control of governmental policy

by participation in the Sejms--were certainly beyond the reach and even
the expectations of the Ukrainian nobles. Therefore » they enthusiasti.
ally sccepted the 1785 Charter. No longer did the nobles petition for
the recognition of a separate Ukrainian shliakhta. Instead, they eagerly
sought entry into the Russian dvorianstvo.

Even before the Ukrainian elite was accepted into the imperial
éwrianstvo, their peasants had become fully enserfed. A May 3, 1783
decree forbade peasant mobility, ostensibly for government tax p:rpaus.ﬁﬁ
¥ lav, the Hetmanate now had the same basic socio-economic relationship
I the rest of the Empire--lord and serf.

Concurrently with the enserfment of the Ukrainian peasant and the
Maission of the Ukrainisn elite into the imperial dvorianstvo, inhabi-
tants of Ukrainian towns became subject to new imperial regulations.

e

B‘-'.'E- No. 15,724 (May 3, 1783), Vol. XXI, p. 908.
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arter of the Cities, issued on May 3, 1785--the sane day as the
e of the Nobility--defined ecach town as % separate, theoretically
-"ﬂ- corporate entity controlled by its free inhabitants 157
f-PP“"tim was divided into six categories: 1) nobles, clergy, and
er free sen who owmed houses or land; 2) merchants organized into three
pilds; 3) artisans grouped into various guilds gna associations; 4)
gn-native merchants and town dwellers; 5) the wealthjest inhabitants

god distinguished public servants; 6) inhabitants of long-standing not
jscluded in the other categories. All town citizens could pParticipate

{n 8 Tosn Meeting (Sobranie lﬂd"t'ufmqﬂfﬂ} but only those with
property (5,000 rubles of capital) and being over 25 years of age could

wote for the municipal officials, as provided in the Fundamental Law and

the Charter of the Cities. A General Town Council (Obshchaia gradskaia
fum) discussed various common municipal affairs and elected a smaller

Tom Comncil (Shestiglasnaia duma). The Town Council was composed of
s mayor (golova) and representatives from each category of inhabitants.

Its actual competence was rather vaguely defined. It was entrusted with
the maintenance of buildings, roads, town and fair grounds, and harbors.
It was to assure a sufficient quantity of municipal supplies and, in

s

“’lh Charter is treated in detail by 1. Ditiatin, Ustroistve i

Rossii, Vol. I, pp. 415-496; A. A. Kizevetter, Corod-
- e teriny II 1785 g.; opyt istoricheskago kommentariia
”h;..f is, of course, the classic monograph on the subject. A

ion of the Charter is contained in "Gorod i gorodskaia

lovine » Ocherki Istorii SSSR; Period feodalizma; Rossiia wo vtoroi po-
Y. (Moscow: 1956), pp. 151-163; Iu. P. Klokman, Sotsial‘no-
oroda: Vtoraia polovina XVIII veka
valuable information on the introduc-
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1, to deal with problems common to all town inhabitants. Finally
och £ retained its magistrate. Once the main organ of municipal

{stration, the town magistrate's function had been Teduced to

galnly 3 judicial one. However, it continued to wield some regulatory

over the town's traditional citizenry--the artisans and merchants,
The Charter of the Cities contained minute regulations on the

.ﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂ of artisans and merchants, but it alse recognized other

{al groups (nobles, clergy, and raznochintsy) as legitimate mmicipal
citizens. Theoretically, town autonomy and administration were commonly

shared by all social groups. In fact, the subordination of municipal
governsent to imperial officials coupled with social antagonism
within the citymitigated against any real municipal autonomy.

The provisions of the Charter were immediately introduced into
the Hetmanate. By January 1786, Ukrainian towns had elected Town Coun-
cils and reorganized the magistrates and guilds. >0
mgistrate lost many of the remaining administrative functions--namely,

As a result, the

158cor study of the immediate impact of the 1785 Charter on Ukrain-
dan towns, A. Shafonskii's Chernigovskago namestnichestva topografi-
theskoe is of paramount importance. It describes in detail the
sting in every town of the Chernihiv province in 1786.
Other jmportant works are by N. Molchanmovskii, "Kievskoe gorodskoe uprav-
denie v 1786 g," KSt., No. 5-6 (1889), pp. 380-399, No. 7 (1889), pp. 47-
855 V. Shcherbyna, "Borot'ba Kyiva za avtonomiiu," Kyiv ta ioho okolytsia
XYistorii i pam'iatkakh (Vol. XXII of Zapysky Istorychnoi Sektsii Ukra-

1926), pp. 168-216; V. lkonnikov, Kiev v

uk; Kiev:

294-1855 oo serialized in KSt. The 1785-1800 period is covered in
e following issues: No. 9 (1904), pp. 249-272, and No. 10 (1904),
1-64. For the city of Chernihiv, see also “Chernigovskaia Starina
SM765-1810 go ), kSt., No. 6 (1899), pp. 367-407; A. Tishchenskii,

i dumy," ChGV, No. 26 (1887), p. 4; No. 29 (1887},

P 5; No, 35 (1887), p. 4 H;- 888), p- 4.
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#tﬂll over artisan gullds--and becase merely a judicial court for arti-
159
s 309 perchants. The artisan guilds were no longer directly sub-

ﬂuﬂti
; (Remeslennaia uprava). Artisans were now required to follow de-

to the city administration, but organized into an Artisans’

ailed jmperial regulations on admission to the guilds, its organization,
160

sorking conditions and selling practices. Similarly, merchants were
ped into three gullds: very few merchants, however, qualified for
(e first two, which Tequired capital of over 5,000 rubles.'®! ;s

gsct reflected the lack of large-scale trade on the territory of the

Hetmanateé.
¥hile the Ukrainian mobility, clergy, merchants, and artisan

class could be readily incorporated into corresponding imperial groups,
the rank-and-file Cossacks had no such place in the imperial social struc-
ture. Viewed as an irregular military force whose primary purpose was

to guard the borderlands, the Cossacks were considered an anachroniss

in the settled and presumably more civilized provinces. Being free
farpers, they undermined the serf economy and the basic social arrange-
sent of lord and serfs, Bur on the territory of the Hetmanate they com-

prised a significant part of the population--176,886 regular Cossacks

—

1591, Kiev, however, the magistrate was on occasion able to re-
issert its authority. See N. Molchanovskii, "Kievskoe gorodskoe uprav-
lenie v 1786 g.," KSt., Nos. 5-6 (1889), pp. 380-390.

"For the impact of the 1785 Charter on the artisan guilds see
%{ Klymenko, Tsekhy na Ukraini (No. 81 of Zbimmyk IFV[V] UMN; Kiev:
2 H'l- l-u‘

g op - Shafonskii, Chernigovskago.... pp. 21-22, and in the list-
% Berchants for every town.
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162
296 Cossack helpers. The imperial authorities, therefore,

ﬂ 1’!|
h
i gorced t0 recognize the Cossacks as a special social category. At

sme time, the imperial administration sttempted both to reduce and

the L
then 10 permanently £ix the number of Cossacks. In the 1782 census
& regular Cossacks were listed as such, or permitted to become arti-

o gnd merchants. Most of the Cossack helpers, however, were counted

s peasants. The Cossack estate was declared closed, and claims to
xdom by persons officially registered in another category were

o0 longer honored. 3%

The Cossack problem notwithstanding, much of Ukrainian society
had been reshaped on the imperial pattern. Mesbers of the elite had
pecomt dvoriane; the peasants were fully enserfed; the merchants and
grtisans were organized under imperial auspices; and the clergy was
rapidly becoming a closed social caste in the service of an isperial

state Orthodoxy.

{. The Ead of Ukrainian Autonomy

By the 1790's, virtually mo  vestige remained of the Hetmanate's

wtonomy. The civillan administration, the military, the Church, and,
to a large extent, the social structure conformed to a standard imperial
pittern, The only surviving remmants of a distinct and individual past

vere the lav codes still in use in the Left-Bank Ukraine--Ukrainian

e

lﬂEul-n P- lE-
iskikh kozakov v kontse

163, Storozhenko, "X istorii malorossi
M § v nachale XIX veka," KSt., No. 6 (1897), pp. 460-465-
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o, the Lithuanian Statute, and a modified version of the Magde-

oo
ll-'.

o sbolished institutions were, Nevertheless, remembered and

el by pkrainian autonomists. Catheripe's death and Paul 1°
e

throne provided them with renewed hope

ension to the for the restora-

- o ¢raditional rights. It was common knowledge that the mew empe ror

W“ diﬂﬁ‘“'"d of Catherine's policies and that he held a special

verence for his deceased father, Peter III.I“ The Left-Bank Ukraine

e rife with rumors that Paul himself would become hetman and
apoint his father's favorite advisor, Andrii Hudovych as regent of a

165
rccnstituted Hetmanate. Khile these rumors proved to be unfounded,

paul did indeed revive some of the Hetmanate's former prerogatives.

je pernitted the election of the nobility's district marshals (povetovye
mrshaly) in accordance with Polish-Lithuanian practice, rather than

the uezdnye predvoditell provided for by the Charter to the Nobility,!%6
More importantly, Paul abolished the Kiev, Chemnihiv, and Nov-

borod-Sivers'k provinces (mamestnichestva) and created a single Little

— - —_— -

164c5r a general history of Paul's reign, see M. V. Klochkov,

wm pravitel'stvennoi deiatel®nosti vremeni Pavla I (Petrograd:

1650, Ohloblyn, "Andrii Hudovych," Liudy Staroi Ukrainy, pp. 7-13.

l“ﬂehndr Kovaleyskii, "Nekotoryia podrobnosti, kasaiushchii-
Uchrezhdeniia Malorossiiskoi (Chernigovskoi) gubernii v 1796-1797
“h" (hGV, No. 1439 (1898), pp. 2-3; the povetovye marshaly are
,g'*ﬂmd in "Zamechaniia do Maloi Rossii pridnadlezhashchiia,"

£

#’}

=]
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jan province (gubernia) 167
gas

e Russian province. It became

The city of Kiev was excluded from the

- the capital of a new Kiev province

out of the territory taken from Polang in the second partition.

sith the sole exception of the city of Kiev, which even in the best of

yas only tenuously connected with the Hetmanate,

ussian province encompassed all the territories of the
even the area severed in

the new Little

former Hetman-

1764 to form the Province of Novorossia.
Psul also restored a major part of

ate

the court systenm that existed

in the Hetmanate in 1763 (i.e., incorporating Hetman Rozumovs'kyi's

ﬂdﬂ ,.,fm-;].lu A reinstituted General Court igain acted as the

pighest tribunal for both civil and eriminal cases. Only the Senate and

the sutocrat could overrule its decisions. The court consisted of two
geoeral judges, four advisors, and ten representatives elected by the

pobility. Two erudite Ukrainian nobles, Akim Semenovych Sulyma and

Ephori] Petrovych Myloradovych, filled the posts of general judges, !
e lower civil courts--the land court (zemskii sud) and estates'

. $7ps2, No. 17,634 (December 12, 1796), Vol. XXVI, pp. 229-230;
Mﬁlmﬂi, "Nekotoryia podrobnosti...," pp. 2-3,

- 16352, No. 17,594 (November 30, 1796), Vol. XXVI, pp. 212-213;
Neksandr E;:.l“sl‘.ii: "Vozobnovlenie general'nago suda v Malorossiiskoi
mbemii v 1797 godu,” ChGV, No. 178 (1894), pp. 3-4.

;- u’l’u 2 brief biography of Akim Semenovych Sulyma see V. Modzalev-
o Sulima, Akim Semenovich," Russkii biograficheskii slovar', Vol.

o Swvorova-Tkachey) | pp. 141-142, Two trnrk[s by Akim Seménovych Sulyma
mich information as to his activities as Eamnllj';ldg;] "Zapiska
15 'nago sud'i Akima icha Sulimy," KSt., No. » PP-
ol "D-::kim.. m::lu mli-i: '17'?'2'-'131?4' Sulimovskii arkhiv
Wilor.s 1384), pp. 156-164. Information about Hryhorii Petrovych

Mk, v, o) €an be found in V. L. Modzalevskii, Malorosiiskii rodoslov-
11, p. 523,
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rt (pidkomors'kyi sud)--were re-established but the imperial

retained for criminat cases,

systes Vo5
et als restoration was, however, only a brief epilogue confined
A reign of Paul 1. When Alexander I came to the throne in 1801,

:uttl' Russian gubernia was divided into two Provinces: Chemihiv

h“m.lm This was soon followed by the abelition of the court

17! only the estates’ boundary court was retained, so as to not

per cosplicate property disputes, The levelling of Ukrainian

jastitutions and traditions continued under Nicholas I. In 1831, the
remants of the Magdeburg Law, until then still in use in Ukrainian
., Were .‘hrn:lttd.ln

ordered that all govemnmental institutions in the Chernihiy and Poltava

The imperial authorities, furthermore,

province adhere strictly to the provision of the Fundamental Law, !73

In 1834, the boundary estates' court and various Ukrainian traditional
pffices connected with property and surveying were ibuli:hed.ln Finally,
in 1843, the Russian Law Code (Svod zakonov) was made applicable in the

Chernihiv and Poltava pmvin:ts.“s Nith the abolition of Ukrainian
tomon law and the Lithuanian Statute, the last vestiges of Ukrainian
autonomy had been obliterated.

—

170sz, No. 20,162 (February 27, 1802), Vol. XXVII, pp. 59-60.
InMcrﬂud in "Dnevnik Akima Semenovicha Sulimy," p. 163,
In!g, 2nd ed., No. 4319 (February 3, 1831), Vol. VI, pp. 119-

SNES, 2nd od., No. 4992 (December 6, 1831), Vol. VI, p. 276.
174952, 2nd ed., No. 6718 (January 16, 1834), Vol. IX, p. 42.
1

1525 2nd ed., No. 16585 (March 4, 1843), Vol. XVIII, pp. 115-116.




CHAPTER v

THE FORMER HETMANATE AS RUSSIAN IMPERrAL PROVINCES

y, The End of Autonomy and the Ukrainian Nobility

e attitude of the Ukrainian nobility was €rucial to the lasting
s of the imperial reforms. As the Hetmanate's ruling elite and the
sain exponent of artonomy, the Ukrainian nobility represented the only

force capable of expressing opposition or attempting to subvert the
rapid implementation of the Provincial Reform Act. Indeed, when the

sabject was first broached at a 1781 meeting of the nobility, the
participants showed considerable apprehension and reservation towards
the projected reforms. Their disapproval was so pronounced that the
sevly appointed governmor, Andrii Myloradovych, issued a wamning to the
leader of the autonomists, Hryhorii Poletyka. In a secret unofficial
letter Myloradovych advised his personal friend, Poletyka, to consider
ks "fanily, wealth, and advanced years and to soften his patriotic
fervor," and "let events take their course.”!

The major part of the Ukrainian nobility was willing "to let

—

lllttar

Kidreey; of April 13, 1781 in "Chastnaia perepiska Grigoriia

seript ¢ha Poletiki," IS*::., No. 10 (1894), pp. 123-124. The post-
also instructs Poletyka to immediately tear up the letter with-

did not do this.

o .
taking any notes. Poletyka, obviously,
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s ¢ake their course” and the actual implementation of the reform
e
jicited jittle response. This inertia can be ascribed to a variety
¢

y £actoTS- First of all, the death of Hryhorii Poletyka (1784) de-

o Ukrainian autonomists of a bold leader and skilled polemicist.

prd

Mor®
—If_ﬂﬂrpunt. and the legalization of serfdom, they became aware

lﬂ,ﬂmﬂr. as the nobles obtained titles of dvoriane, corporate

of the mERY benefits that would accrue from the new order. Opposition,
in anY event, involved considerable risk. Not only was there a possi-
pality of Pmecutlm,' as had been hinted by Myloradovych, but any

Mﬂm at this crucial time could jeopardize the recognition of

5 sitle or the attainment of an official pest.

The nobility's caution reflected its increased dependence on
F"‘"“l positions. Although some nobles possessed immense wealth,
the vast majority owned small estates which were barely able to provide
the necessities of 11&.2 Economic conditions forced the sons of

Ymfortunately there is no study of the Ukrainian mobility's land-
holdings. An approximation can be made by the use of several sources.
E. M. Kabuzan and S. M. Troitskii in their pioneer work "Izmeneniia
v chislennosti, udel'nom vese i razmeshchenii dvorianstva v Rossii v
1782-1858 gg." Istoriia SSSR, No. 4 (1971) pp. 153-169 estimate the
mmber of serfs per nobleman in a given territory. For the Left-Bank
lkraine (the Hetmanate and Sloboda Ukraine) the proportion for 1782
serfs for every 1.20 nobleman and for 1795 it was 42.68
1.33 nobleman. This converts to 34.66 serfs per noble-
32.01 serfs per nobleman in 1795. In comparison the
regions had 66.07 serfs for every 0.70 nobleman in 1782
-64 serfs for every 0.63 nobleman in 1795. This converts to
nobleman in 1782 and 105.77 serfs per nobleman in
nobles of the Hetmanate owned fewer than nnc-thi;d the
of their counterparts in the central Russian regions.
Kabuzan and Troitskii's ch:l::s it is clear that there were more
es and fewer serfs in the Hetmanate than most other regions of the
existence of a numerous but largely inpoverifhetl nobility
by examining V. Modzalevskii's Malorossiiskii rodoslov-
1s.; Kiev: 1908-1914). Modzalevskii frequently lists land-

and land grants.

I

|
8¢ g?h
ieé H

& gﬁ
g

;
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eck careers in the government service. The existence of
#1_,. to
Academy s Chernihiv and Pereiaslav Collegia offered the Ukrain-
oy better opportunities to obtain an education than its

rt and, therefore, more ready access to bureaucratic

There is some evidence to suggest that while most nobles

ia the Hetmanate, more and more Ukrainians were moving to

censined

provinces, with the more asbitious seeking fame and fortume in

e capitsls There was already an established tradition of Ukrainians
reaching ¢he highest imperial posts, beginning with Feofan Prokopovych

gan lavors'kyi im Peter 1's time, then Oleksii and Kyrylo
vkyi during Elizabeth's reign. Also in the 1770's and 1780°s,
ko, Petro Zavadovs'kyi, the Kochubei and Troshchyns'-

od Ste
Rotumovs
Qleksander Bezborod
% gamilies--all had outstanding imperial positions and maintained
mpificent houses jn St. Petersburg. They were not only examples for
gthers, but also provided the necessary commections for employment.

The more prominent Ukrainians secured positions for their relatives,
friends, and acquaintances who in turn attempted to find employment

for their own Telatives and friends. Thus, by the 1790's 2 fairly

large growp of Ukrainians from the Hetmanate was domiciled in St. Peters-

~ burg. They knew each other both on the professional and social levels,

od formed their own cultural subgroup in the imperial ﬂPitll-s

: e e —

the SFor Ukrainian chinovniks and Ukrainian life in St. Petersburg,
B¢ 2emoirs of V. N. Getun are the best single source. “ZapiskiV. K-

" Istoricheskii vestnik, Vol. I, No. 1 (1880), pp. 26-67. V. N.

25 2 minor functionary, described how most positions were obtained
4 chain of protection culminating with Oleksander Bezborod'ko or

*'M'tﬂ- His account also mentions the close spcial contacts
" by the Ukrainian bureaucrats. This is confirmed in the memoirs
M. ¥yms'kyi, "Moo yremia; Zapiski Vimskago,” RA, Bk 1 (1877), pp. 90-
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- jdition to the steady stream of mobles going to St. Peters-

gkrainisns £rom the former Hetmanate also wade careers in the

puths
o iﬂpriﬂ

, long ti®®
uw only & small percentage of nobles emigrated to the South,

provinces. Southern Ukraine, called Novorossiia, was for

considered an El Dorado where one could easily make a for-

une -

gome 814 "
Jirgln territory- It was, however, the emlargement of government due

join the administration or become landowners in this still

o the thcill reforms which provided the Ukrainian nobility with
e greatest opportunity. As early as 1779 Governor-General Rumiantsev,

- organized the administration of the Kursk province, summoned Ukrain-
5

ysns from the Hetmanate to staff the new positions.” This movement

sccelerated by the turn of the century. Many functionaries of the
Yoronezh, Kursk, Orlov, and Sloboda-Ukraine provinces were originally

from the former H:tnnnt-.ﬁ' With the annexation of mew provinces,

104. Many examples of assistance to Ukrainiam office seekers can be
fomd in the biographies of the two principle benefactors, Zavadovs'kyi
ad Betborod'ko. See "Graf Petr Vasil'evich Zavadovskii,"™ RA, Vol.

I, No. 2 (1883), pp. 81-174, and N. I. Grigorovich, Kantsler kniaz'
Meksandr Andreevich Bezborodko (2 vols.; St. Petersburg: 1879-1881)_
Vol. I, pp. 1-62 and passim, and Vol. II, pp. 377-416 and passim.

4. Polons'ka-Vasylenko in “Pivdenna Ukraina roku 1787," Zapo-
rithzhia XVIII stolittiia ta ioho spadshchyna, Vol. II indicates that

rainian mobility from the Hetmanate formed only 10.5 percent of
the nobility and the vast majority of the Ukrainian nobles were in areas
that formerly belonged to the Hetmanate (pp. 135-136). However, several
Prominent Ukrainian figures in imperial politics, e.g., 0. Bezborod'ko
ond K. Rozumovs'kyi, managed to obtain immense estates (pp. 137-138).

SDocument No. 73; "Rasporiazhenie grafa P. A. Rumiantseva po up-
Tavleniiu Malorossiei (1779 z.)," Ch GV, No. 25 (1888), p- 4.

ite service patterns of Ukrainian nobles outside of the Hetman-
by have not been studied. However, a good indication can be n‘b*l_';:m?d.
lltt:?ning V. Modzalevskii's Malorossiiskii rodoslowvnik. When in civilian
winﬂ. service the Ukrainian nobles tended to go either to %t.
Ug or to mearby provinces of Kursk, Orlov, or Sloboda-Ukraine.



-285-

iﬂ;llflf the m;ht-hnk Ukraine, thea nobility from the Hetmanate

s e of
< e gapped a5 @ ource ot persomnel for the imperial administra-
7 gimilarlys with the conquest of Georgia, nobles from the Left-

glon
“.l“'ﬂiﬂ were recruited as  experienced administrators.® Thus
5 'H",llm of Ukrainian institutions did not mean a loss of offices

& yinian nobility. On the contrary, Catherine's provincial

fof
forss offered the Ukrainian petty nobility an unprecedented opportunity

= aperial careers, first of all in the new administration in the

— of the former I-Im;lvlnﬂn!.gI in the bordering provinces, in the

Li1itary ranks, and in St. Petersburg itself.
the Ukrainian mobility's cordial relationship with Governor-

Gaseral Petr Rumiantsev--who introduced the provincial reforms--blunted

grert opposition to the new imperial administration. The Ukrainian
sobles were very reluctant to create difficulties for the man who per-

gitted thea a free hand in determining the composition of the local
drorisastvo and who liberally dispensed the lowest hereditary noble rank,

71. Smolens'kyi, "Biurokratychna verkhivka na Ukraini na prykin-
tsl V111 i ma pochatkm XIX st.," Ukraina, Nos. 7-8 (1930), pp- 70-80.
Swolens'kyi lists the first seven classes of administrators for 1798
and 1800 for the Ukrainian provinces of the Empire. Many of the admin-
istrators on the Right-Bank can be identified as having originated
 fron the territory of the Hetmanate.

8, F. Pavlovskii, "0 prj.gl:ihfnil na sluzhbue v Gruziiu chinov-
lev iz Malorossii,” KSt., No. 5 (1904), pp. 58-60.

SThe majority of the Ukrainian nobles, of course, remained in
e m of 'lE former Hetmanate and joined the local administra-

Hon. Between local administration was largely
the 1780's and 1802 the vka o sostave Kievskago

THinian. See A. Andrevskii, "Arkhivnaia spra
i‘.ﬂlhun' v 1782-1797 !:;d.kh," KSt., No. 2 (1894), PP- 192-203 Iﬁt
Smlens'kyi wBjurokratychna verkhivka na Ukraini nd prykintsi XV

-m Xix “..I'l PP- 70-80.
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Loronets: The majority of Rumiantsev's military as well as civilian
the $OL°
seaff =

jship, even camaraderie, developed between the Governor-General

e Ukrainians and during the twenty years of his rule a genuine

gnd the jeading Ukrainian aristocratic families. Rumiantsev cemented

| of various
o relationships by serving as godfather for the children/ -nobles--

sole in Ukrainian society usually reserved for family and very close
:

js Rumiantsev's contacts with the Ukrainian nobility became in-

ingly more cordial, his relationship with Catherine and the Central
sthorities becamo more strained. From the cutset, when he was first

spointed Governor-General, Rumisntsev's support of Peter III and the
grand Duke Paul made him suspect at court. However, Rumiantsev's suc-
cessful service as Covernor-General of the Ukraine, his brilliant vic-
tories in the 1769-1774 Ottoman War, and his persomal role in negotia-
ting the very favorable Treaty of Kuchuk Kainarji brought him closer

to the Empress and court. He was highly decorated, awarded the additionm
of Ladunaiskii (Beyond the Danube) to his name, and richly rewarded

(vith jeweled swords, money and estates). In fact, Rumiantsev emerged
5 the Empire's leading military t‘imc.u But soon he was eclipsed

b the spectacular rise of the Empress' favorite, G. A. Potemkin, who

'-'.h_

———

109, Ohloblyn, "Ukrainian Autonomists of the 1780's and 1790's

o Count. p, A Rumyant s
ety ev-Zadunaysky," Annals of the UAAS, Vol. VI,
5. 54 (1958), p. 1316,

(Vo1, . Maikov, "p, A, Rumiantsev," Russkii biopraficheskii slovar'
: Riasovsky; Petrograd: 1918), pp. 535-556; Fel'dmarshal
Sbomik dokumentov i materialov (Moscow: 1947), pp. 18-23.
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ﬂelﬂl'ﬂh"l and received substantia] material resources for the

pech®®
Wlﬂ‘“

H“*m gs an untried military commander, 4 flatterer, and an upstart

¢ of the territories under his control. Ruajantsey detested

gy szl DOTet the two was particularly intense in 1787, when

% gherine traveled through the Hetmanate on her way south to meet Emperor

soseph i1 of Austria. The well-informed Count Louis-Philippe de Ségur

o craveled jn Catherine's entourage, left a rather subjective but tell-
ing gocount of the Potemkin-Rumiantsev rivalry.

| Field Marshal Rumiantsev received the Empress on the border

of the governorship. The face of this venerable and distin-
guished hero was an expression of his soul; but it showed a
shade of sadness and dissatisfaction evoked by the prefer-
ence for and immense power of Potemkin. Competition for power
disunited those two military leaders; they went along, fight-
ing for glory and favor and, as usually happens, it was the
Empress' favorite who won out. The Field Marshal [Rumiantsev]
did not Teceive any wherewithal for governing the dependency;
his work proceeded slowly; his soldiers wore old clothes and
his officers persistently demanded promotions. All favors,
all encouragement went to the army which the First Minister
[Potenkin] commanded.l2

The conflict between Rumiantsev and Potemkin reached the break-

ing point during the Second Turkish War. The command was equally di-
vided between Rumiantsev and Potemkin, and Rumiantsev, the hero of the
previous Ottoman War, considered this an insult. The two commanders
eould not agree on a joint policy and im March 1789, Catherine recalled

- 1
Rmiantsev to St. Petersburg, making Poteakin the comaander-in-chief. 3

srebyvanii ego v Rossii v tsartsvovanie
785-1 Petersburg: 1865), pp. 152-153 as quoted
siym, U nian Automomists,” PP- 1320-1321.

g
DBpocuments relating to Rumiantsev's recall to St. Petersbu E

 hiy Moldavia because ©
Tesignati fusal to leave ;
_;IH ignation, :1;: .-.uhuql;::f T hal Rumiantsev; Sbornik dokumentov..:,
+ 304-315
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atsev V33 ordered to organize another army for possible war with

f

ﬁ‘?’iﬁ“’“t served only to further huniliate the old military commander

jon to trave] abroad.. Although Catherine readily granted him permis-
jon for foreign travel, he remained at Jassy in his military headquar-
e gepeated demands by Catherine that he leave his military unit in
joldavia were ignored. A year after Rumiantsev's resignation he was
sti1l living in Jassy and Catherine wrote Potemkin in blunt terms that
si¢ would be best if you would send for Rumiantsev and tell him that
jt might easily happen that the Turks will take him away unless he gets
gy hizself first, and if even this does not help, then send him a
convoy which would accompany him and take him uut."“ !-‘ﬂullr in late
1190, Rumiantsev left Moldavia and settled in one of his Ukrainian
estates.

hmisntsev returned to the Hetmanate not as governor-general but
M 8 private citizen. Although Catherine had granted him the Ukrainian
fovernorship for Iifn, in 1789 she dismissed Rumiantsev from this oifice,
vhich was then entrusted to the Governor-General of Tula and Kaluga,
General M, N, mmmm.“‘ Rumiantsev's removal was undoubtedly

Ceenected with his recall as co-commander of the Ottoman fromt, although
this vas only a pretext. It was mo sccret that in the late 1780's

:i-ﬁ-'_—-___.__
iy l lltikw "p  A. Rumiantsev," p. 565 as quoted by
Autononmists...," p. 1324.

Bﬁ" Ohloblyn, "Ukrainian Autonomists...," P- 1321.

0. Chloblyn,
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jne had become disenchanted with Rumiantsev's performance as
_general, especially when she compared it with Poteskin's.

puring heT 1787 trip through the Hetmanate Catherine complained that,

win the
sotion, the deficit reaches a million, the cities are drab and
16

three Little Russian governorships, because nothing had been

get in
sothing is dome."
mhe Ukrainian nobility sympathized with their Govemor-Generall?

wring Rumiantsev's dispute with Potemkin and the central administration.
gt caly vas he their benefactor in tems of offices and titles of
grorianin, but he also had attempted to adjust the provincial reform

to local conditions. That Rumiantsev's efforts were unsuccessful

i gerved only to increase Catherine's impatience with him. To

‘ghe Ukrainian nobles, however, Rumiantsev was the defender of their
‘pstate’s and their homeland's interests before the central authorities,
m. he was regarded as & venerable military figure who led them
to glory in battle. The Ukrainian nobles resented the preferential
‘treatnent accorded Potemkin and his command. Besides, criticisa of

's civil administration also reflected on them since the local
held the majority of offices. Consequently, an atmosphere of
%ppesition to the central suthorities developed among the nobles of

‘the former Hetmanate,

Rather than strengthening pro-autonomist sentiments, the nobility's

165, v, Esipov, "Puteshestvie imper. Ekateriny II v Juthnuiu
v 1787 godu,” KSt., No. 7 (1891), p. 3l.

e, is the main thrust of Ohloblyn's article, “Ukrainian

e
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jonist tendencies actually weakened them. Mhile Ukrainian
it

was the primary issue at the 1768 Legislative Commission,

ady in the late 1780's--though still an issue--it was becoming
e to the problems of regional discrimination and the unfair
ﬂ of Rumiantsev. On the whole, the Ukrainian nobles seemed
o bave sccepted the fact that they were no longer in a separate
ety but, rather, in a region which played a Part within an imper-
sl political system. In order to protect their own interests and those
of their region, they sought an appropriate share in this system.

While, on the whole, the nobility accepted their incorporation
isto e isperial system, their views differed on the degree of further

. integration. In the broadest terms, two basic attitudes
miled: the assimilationist and the traditionalist. These were not

wrticulated political factions but rather two different reactions to

- te abolition of Ukrainian sutonomy. The assimilators believed that
tlinging to autonomist traditions was outmoded and that the future of
e Hetzanate was inexorsbly intertwined with the fate of the Empire
5 2 vhole. Only the Empire could offer protection from the Hetmanate's
‘enemies (Poland, Crimea and the Ottoman Empire), and give the nobility

pre-

$ for imperial careers, as well as access to court society
Speclalized education (cadet corps). The proponents of this view
2l Some of the most illustrious names of the Hetmanate and the
0. A. Bezborod'ko, P. V. Zavadovs'kyi, Count 1. V. Hudovych,

§ " "Oshchrustiyt, Count (later Prince) V. D. Eochubei, 0. S. Sudienko,
family, as well as countless less distinguished
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18

oo .
prince Bezborod'ko well illvstrates the attitudes of the assimi-

He began his career in the Hetmanate, and rose to the rank

Jators
of K€Y

. paient
tary o Catherine Il and from that time hig
e 19

b petersburg. Betborod'ke's outstanding abilities and his willing.

. yk; later he was an assistant to Governor-General

sey and participated in the Turkish War. In 1774 he became

career continued in

L3 to $ETVE the imperial cause were soon recognized. while still

;.'ﬂr' wm. Bezborod'ko rammed ﬂl.l'ﬂ.lﬂh the ECVernment makaz in
pemihiv, thereby eaming, according to Rumiantsev, the enmity of his

W,ﬂ In recommending Bezborad'ko to Catherine for s prosotion,
paisntsev stressed that Bezborod'ko "is devoid of local sentiments. "2l
Bezborod'ke's views on the Espire and the Hetmanate emerge most
clesrly in his correspondence with his father, his mother, and his
mlatives, the Kochubei family.’? In his letters, Bezborod'ko stresses

189, Ohloblyn identifies this group of Ukrainisn aristocrats as
sentered around Prince Bezborod'ko and favering close co-operation with
fussia in order to achieve some age-old goals of Cossack Ukraine. Liudy
' p. 155.

ul-:‘hnn-l'h's career is traced by Grigorovich, Kantsler...,
2wels,; Bezborod'ko himself traced his various positions in his resig-
Wtlon piven to Paul 1 in 1799, published in Grigorovich, Vol. Ii, pp.

206, Maksimovich Vybory i nakaz 119-125; Rumiantsev’
g i Tl EE ml ¥ 5
Tt on pp, 326-328.

Al HME-: P- 328.

:.h- Bezborod'ka's letters to his father h“u:'m publlsh:: by
_Vich, Kantsler,.., Vol. 1, pp. 235-287; a brief report cn these
Yychy ""-ﬂi by Pavlo ﬂmt;'gi. "Lystuvannia Oleksandra Andrie-
e 'ka z svo?m bat'kom, iak istorychme dzherelo,™ luvileinyi

== JOsh cademyka M. S. Hrushevs'koho (2 vols.; Kiev: 1328),
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= mportance of having Ukrainian youth attend the cadet schools and
‘le for Noble Girls; he gives advice for advancement in service
i gescribes the honor of achieving an jmperia) title or decoration.

o vas always quick to acquire or buy estates, and often hinted to his
girainian colleagues that imperial service could aiso bring wealth.

o the vhole, Bezborod'ko's letters indicate that he was an enthusiastic
qupporter of the imperial system, that he was very proud to have

schieved 2 high position, and that he would Iike his countrymen to emu-
late his success. .

This does not mean that Bezborod'ko lacked all sentiment toward
the Hetmanate. On the contrary, he loved his native land and particu-
larly encouraged the study of its history. Due to Bezborod'ko's patron-
#ge, V. Ruban was able to publish A Short Chromicle of Little Russia

ia 1777. Bezborod'ko was directly invelved in the project, brought
the chronicle up to date and compiled.the appendices. Sending the
wrk to his father, Bezborod'ko wrote,

I present it to you, in all fairmess it belongs to you, for

you have proven in many instances your love for that country,

Our Beloved Fatherland, in the behalf of which sincere efforts

will always be made se¢ as to preserve from oblivion the

eyents and circumstances which indicate the fame and glory of

Our ancestors.... This little work is a guide to a more Je-

tailed history of Little Russia, which has been planned....

My satisfaction will be complete when I finish this work and

particularly when its completion is followed by other instances
'l allow me to express my sincere feelings towards my

b gorov sborod -
Pp. 280-285. Gri ich also published the letters to Be
: (Vol. I, pp. 470-502), and the Eochubei family (Vol. 1,

3. Grigorovich, Kantsler..., Vol. 1, p. 262.
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gowever, this reverence was for the Hetmanate's past. At no

- aid pesborod'ko express desire for the renewal of the Hetmanate's

24
gous institutions. In fact, he either hampered or opposed pro-

25
jects for organizing traditional Cossack units,” and his commentary

le fully a 26
{p Ruban's chronicle Y approved the abolition

of the hetmancy.
- pezborod'ko the Hetmanate was an entity of the past which could be

| aprished and written about in history books. His present loyslties

yere mot 0 2 woribund entity, but to its former citizens. He showed

s prouine concern for his fellow Ukrainians. Rather than regain
traditional rights and privileges for them, Bezborod'ko wanted to inte-
grate them into imperial society. He became their main protector in

st. Petersburg. Despite his precccupation with governmental affairs,
Bezborod'ko usually found time to meet his Ukrainian petitioners and
sttespted to obtain a position for them.’  He considered doing so a
duty to his homeland and countrymen. In 1779, before the final aboli-
tion of autonomy, Bezborod'ko proudly reported to his father that he was

#pezborod'ko has been credited for the remewal of Ukrainian
institutions in 1797. This claim was made in a contemporary
polemical work Zamechaniia do Maloi Rossii prinadlezhashiia,
P- 12, and then repeated in many textbooks. Indeed, in 1797
I rencwed the civil court system not only for the Hetmanate but
the Baltic region. It is true that Bezborod'ko was able to

relatives and cronies as administrators of the renewed court
this does not prove that he played any role in its estah-

FEETCL
ge g 88

aﬁw later in this chapter.
H'- Ruban, Kratkaia letopis' Malyia Rossii s 150 1776 .
"“‘Hh:r;: 1 » PP. -238.

. Grigorovich, Kantsler..., Vol. I, p. 342,
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jan titles £
ple 0 obtain Russ OT approximately twenty Ukrainisn offi-
28

clsls:
arentl ered
ll:hﬂrud'kl:l app Y considered the Hetmanate to be his home-

:Liﬂd: llthﬁlll]" he saw it as part of a larger country, Imperial Russia,

ptict® in Bezborod'ko’s works is the idea that Ukrainians are but a

sobgrowp °f 47 all-Russian nation and that imperial integration is, there-
fore, werely part of a re-unification process.’’ In Bezborod'ko's

ylew, the penefits of such a re-unification were considerably more than
just jmperial positions, titles, land and wealth, for, cs part of the
gspire, the Hetmanate would be able to cope with its traditional enemies.
fhe constance and intensity of Bezborod'ko's anti-Polish, anti-Tatar,

wod anti-Turkish policies were an outgrowth of his Ukrainian heritage.

in his 1776 memorandum and historical tract on the Tatar problems,
Bezborod'ko listed every raid and deplored the immeasurable harm done

to "Russia, particularly Little ltr.usim.“z""'I He recommended the same
course of action that Ivan IV took at Kazan snd Astrakhan--conquest and
iacorporation into the Ewirl.jl Similarly, Be:borod'ko argued that
Poland had for centuries persecuted the Orthodox and "Russian" popula-

tion of the Right-Bank Ukraine and Bulnrussu.*“ With the destruction

NM‘ ¥ H " z’““:ﬂ w

3his view is particularly evident in a long memorancus-R sEory

tat Bezborod'ko authored: "Kartina ili kratkoe izvestie o Rossiiskikh
S Tatarami nakh 1 hikhsia v polovine desiatago veka
voi i delakh, nachens B pmdnl:h:iusnr.hiihﬂl-" -

L pochty be -
prerywno chrez voscm sot
Mbﬁlﬁmich. Vol. 1, pp. 339-369.

Ymid., p. 369. 311pid., pp. 369-370-

. Grigorovich, Kantsler.... Vel. II, P- 633.
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’[mﬂ. and the Pl.ﬁillﬂll of Poland, the two oldest enemies of Cossack
sl sere finally vanquished. For Bezborod'ko and his followers this
o ot another justification for close co-operation with Russiz and

jsperial integration. Bezborod'ko along with many other Ukrainian
ples vere simultaneously able, on the one hand, to love the Hetmanate
past and to identify with their Ukrainian countrymen and, on the

of the
other hand, 10 cagerly assimilate into an imperial, mainly Russian,

Fi“,t

The strongest expression of the assimilators' point of view can

pe fomd in 2 pamphlet written in 1802 or 1803, the Zamechaniia do Maloi
possii lezhashchiia. Little is known about its author. Froa

the text one could surmise that he was a Ukrainian noblesan, probably from
the Chernihiv province, who apparently spent most of his life in Russian
Ill'l"iﬂ'-ﬂ His detailed description of the status (1802) of Little
jssia, frequently interjected with Russian comparisons, included a

sharp eriticism of the re-establishment of the General Court (1797,

the more outlandish Ukrainian claims for ennoblements, and the haughty
mtitude in some Ukrainian circles towards Russians. He found incompre-
I basible the Ukralnian penchant for clinging to cutdated institutions
 steming from Polish times:

The views of many people...filled with the Cossack Zaporo-
thian spirit...have become so ossified that they don't

uﬁ"" are the hypotheses of 0. Bodianskii, who published the

e It is alse possible that the author was a Russian who had lived

4, dlong time in the Hetmanate, but one would then have to discount

Hane » 's frequent use of "we" which could refer only to "Littl:_lllus-
For Bodianskii's preface and the work itself see “Ilamechanlia

{ Rossii prinadlezhashchiis," ChOIDR, Bk 1, Pt IT (1848), pp. 1-55-
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ik gbout their own benefits nor of the common good and
yeep Tepeating only that we do not want to be Russians
covites, moskali]. It is quite obvious that among
["““ holding such a view ire those who had received their
upbringing, good manners, enlightenment, wealth, and honors
the Russians [Muscovites), and they are so ungrateful
gor all of this that they want to force Polish customs and
gaintain Polish courts... Can one wish [to emulate] the laws
snd arrangements of a people--having 16 million inhabitants..
Sat because of their own willfulness have lost
eheir Kingdom? Whoever wishes such a Tule betrays his Tsar
snd himself, and as it is said, emits the spirit of Mazepa .34

Jecording to the author, the tenacity of the Polish institutions is
even BOTE puzzling in the light of the shabby treatment which the
gittle Russians had received from the Poles. While the Russians re-
copized the Cossacks and the Ukrainian nobles, "the Poles had said
that the Little Russian officials and the Little Russianm shliakhta are
all our peasants. ">

The suthor clearly identified Ukrainians with Russians, and
believed that the Ukrainians were to be governed by the all-Russian
' jsperial administration and laws. According to him: "Ne are not Poles,
but Russian people, and should have the same arrangement as the whole
state, even more so, since it is clearly to our benefit and convenience "
Ble attacked a traditionalist who wanted to restore some aspects of
Il‘ll.ﬂn autonomy in the following way:
This self-imagined patriot, follewing the French example,

B8ve an oration. He demanded that Little Russia and her
army be renewed3? just as it was under the hetmans,

H..__m'd-- P. 3.

Bivid., p. 21. 361bid., p. 12.

”ml" refers to the ist Cossack project or a similar
“t Which will be discussed below, p. 298.299,
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gnd that the whole New Russia pProvince be abolished and the
pordering lands be united to Little Russiy 38 It is obvious

that following Mazepa's example he wanted to have an Appanage

udel'noe] Little Russian Kingdom; in a word, he wanted such
things for which one is sent--and that is with mercy--to the
Maksakov monastery. -2

The assimilators, therefore, readily integrated into imperial

society. Some had shown genuine affection for the Hetmanate's past,

jts traditions, #nd for their own fellow Ukrainians, But they all
enthusiastically supported the new imperial aduinistration and showed
po interest in maintaining or re-establishing any aspect of Ukrainian
sutonomy. Some like V. P. Kochubei even expressed contempt for his own
ethnic origins, when as Chairman of the Imperizl Council in the 1830's
be blocked all efforts at re-establishing Cossack military formations,
be explained his position to the Ukrainian Governor-Gemeral, Prince N.
6. Repnin:

Although T was born a khokhol [derogatory term for Ukrainian],

1 am more Russian than anybody else,... My calling and the

rlltin I hold put me above all sorts of petty considerations.
look at the affairs of your Province from the point of view

of the common lxlglﬂ.it of our country. Microscopic viows are
Dot my concern.

By contrast, the traditionalists, who also accepted the new
administration and joined the dvorianstvo

R Sarts of the Hetmunate were included inmto Novorossiia in 1764
e 1789, It is possible that the writer may have been referring to
;. But these lands had been returned to Malorossiiskaia gubernia
s -* If the speech was given in 1301, then it is likely that the

. ¥25 indeed proposing some union between the Hetmanate and the

~ *™Zanechaniia do Maloi Rossii...," p. 51

S Storozhenko, K istorii malorossiiskikh kozakov v kontse
"1V nachale xix v., pt. VI, KSt., No. 11 (1897), p. 145.



ol 8 critical attitude towards the provincial reforms and

gintsd

. wrill assimilation. Traditionalism was not an organized

. b therefore reflected various opinions and heterogeneous

st proadly, it included a large nusber of non-political

1801 and in 1834 petitioned the Emperor to retain the

yighusnian 5tn.uu.'“ Within this broad spectrus there were several
e seadily definable groups. Some traditiomalists called for the
qeneual Of Cossack military formations. Others expressed their dissat-
(shction with the loss of autonomy by writing and circulating works
(hat veT® anti-imperial and anti-Russian, while a daring few toyed with
she ldea of sppealing te a foreign power for aid in order to overthrow
Jagerial Jl8.

The first project for the renewal of Cossack military formationms
wis presented in 1788 by the famous literary figure and leading Ukrain-
im traditionalist, Vasyl' hpnht.“
of the Nobility and as a fervent Little Russian patriot, Kapmist took
avery active part im Ukrainian political affairs and had already gained
a reputation as a defender of Ukrainians against abuse by the imperial
 sdninistration. ® Kapnist realized that this was the sppropriate time

Both as Kiev's Provincial Marshal

e

 &lmzapigka 1801 g. o nuzhdakh malorossiiskago dvorianstva," KSt.,
" 8 (1290), pp. 310-316; "Polozhenie obshchestva dvorianskago poveta

llll-“ .- h 1 llmj. Wa 1,'.'-1??-
"2y project has been discussed by M. Antonovych, “Kozats'kyi

Proekt Vasylia Kapnista,” S'ohochasme § Mynule, No. 2 (1933), pp. 16-22,
4y 0. Chiocbiyn, ug’ h—.ﬁrﬁrﬁlJL' ny, pp. 85-90.
pnist's civic life

ey’ “l-nm itness account of Ka

m cOnCem “j_tﬁl“:f;ﬁ:‘ of "Little Russia"™ 15 Pf“idﬂd by his
‘fulter, Sofia Vasylivna Skalon, "Vospominania S. V. Skalon (Uro:te,
St Iatoricheskis vestnik, Vol. XLIV, No. S (1891), pp. 333-°00

; ;‘ > PP — It was “#inm hr Ia. G. Ok sman
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ject. The Empire was engaged in a two-fromt war with
gueden and was in desperate need of additional troops. Omly

w = nad glapsed gince the abolition of the traditional Cossack
TE g

L gnd Kapnist believed that it would be possible to organize
’ﬁ L]

gy 8 rather large fighting force. Taking the initiative, he formu-

jated # godest project which he--given the advantage of his court connec-
" “’._?ﬂ!l'.ﬂtﬁd directly to Catherine. The project called for the
gorpation of a separate Cossack army, commanded by the Cossack starshyna
Jected 8t the lowest levels. Catherine forwarded the project to 0. A.
gesborod k0, who approved it with some reservations. Bezborod'ke
aated 10 be certain that the new units would not resemble "the struc-
pare of the former Hnt.lmlta.““ The project was then passed on to
prince Potemkin, the commander of all Cossack and irregular forces.
Meanwhile, Catherine had adopted a policy of increasing the
usber of Cossack troops, to which were admitted excapees from Poland
o could in the future be useful in dealing with the Orthodox popula-
tion beyond the Empire's bor&ers.“ At this propitious moment for the

Wkrainian autonomists, Potemkin

5. N. Chernov, eds., Vospominaniia i rasskazy deiatelel tainykh ob-
’rﬁﬂ'—*.’.h 1820-kh godov (2 vols.; Moscow: 1951-33), vol. I, pp. 296-

. 0, Ohloblyn in Liudy Staroi Ukrainy discusses Kapnist's career
in detail (pp. 49-110).

“or Bezborod'ko's memorandum on the Kapnist project see "Mnenie
g:f" A. A, Berborodki na proekt Kapnista: Polozhenie na kakom mozhet
Gri rano i soderzhano voisko okhochikh kazakov, v nachale 1788 goda,"
rovich, Kantsler..., Vol. 1I, pp. 516-517.

h:ﬂi‘ﬂ' No. 16,605 (June 14, 1788), Vol. IIII,_pp. 100971&11]; i
. ?ﬁ.;;‘:‘d‘“‘ﬁ: Prolegomena zur Geschichte Potemkins (Berlim: 1936) ,
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ossack Hosts from among former Zaporozhian Cossacks and
the title of "Great Hetman of

the Ehlttrinnslw and Black Sea
i These

units were carefully regulated by the government ang

yial Jm SRLREX TUSOSN SX6A3. They did mot pessess the traditional

s gand privileges of the Hetmanate's Cossacks, nor those of Zaporo-

Néver implemented because
~..- Potemkin's province became the Center for Cossack recruitaent

. The Kapnist project, however, was

"

I the central authorities feared any renewal
2 craditional Cossack formations.

The imperial policy towards the Cossacks

was strictly one of
diency. Whenever the Empire was in need of irregular troops, the

isperial government was willing to consider re-establishing

waditional Cossack wnits; but once the danger had passed, the fear
merged that this might lead to other concessions. In rejecting a 1794
project for organizing Cossacks in the newly-acquired Right-Bank Ukraine,
Prince Bezborod'ko--without doubt the leading expert on the Hetmanate's
Cossacks--succinctly summarized the imperial position:

If in 1790 we favored similar extreme measures [the reinsti-
tution of traditional Cossack troops - ZK] it was because of
the extreme precariousness of our position. We were at war
with Sweden and Turkey and on the verge of war with England
#nd Prussia. The Poles at that time were quite strong and
Preparing to move against us. It was necessary, therefore,
to seek a way to deal with this independently from our opera-
tions.... Now we are no longer in such a dire positiom.
Ukraine, Podolie, Vohymia are ours. It would be possible to
reawaken cur separate people, who remember the time of
h"'ﬂ"u'l'-]'i and are imclined towards Cossackdom. A mili-
tary nation would be readily formed and this is even more
dangerous for Little Russia, and his gubernia [Potemkin's,

=——

%Theresia Adanczyk, Prolegomena..., p. 75-
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" thern Ukraine] would be infected with this spirit
i. ﬂ““ would be a néw type of revnlutiun, and, as an :
The e BEASUTE, We would be forced to re-es ;

tablish th
::tﬂ cYs and ﬁr:i:un::ylznfortunate freedoms and i“ua
u . .
'“‘l‘?ﬂtﬂf - peacefully and quietly rule for-
eve

m <ame ;equﬂﬂ:! of events wWas “Peﬂted several ti“!. H'he:n

= gapiTe ¥aS strained by war, the Ukrainian nobles offered various

K Pﬂjec‘li- ' In their €agermess to increase the
pire’s military potential, the imperial authorities gave the

grojest 8 hearing, but they were wary of relinquishing any special
Mﬂi and rescinded any concessions as soon as the danger
vas OVeT-

The mext opportunity for the renewal of Cossack formations came
shen Napoleon invaded Russia. Alarmed at the unpreparedness of the
{sperial forces, Alexander I ordered an immediate general mobilizatiom

: which also included Cossacks from the former Hetmanate. Mykhailo

| Wklashevs'kyi, the former administrative govemmor of Little Russia,
presented the imperial authorities with another Cossack project pat-
terned after Kapnist's.#® Myklashevs'kyi, however, went much further
than Kapnist, for he proposed that a large number of peasants be
drafted into the newly-organized Cossack army. Although the imperial
wthorities rejected such drastic measures, Emperor Alexander indicated
i villingness to have separate military units manned exclusively by

'ﬁ--.H

M. Grigorovich, Kantsler..., Vol. II, p. 261.
h'lﬂ. Myklashevs'kyi's project see 0. ohloblyn, Liudy..., PP-




ll-mz_
from the former Hetmanate 49 The
Governor-General,

tovskii, and
o { Iﬂ_m
50 soon @ conflict developed between the e S ek
ﬂﬂjl:t’ Gove -Gene

#ﬂaill
W an imperial cavalry pattern while the nobles demanded the tradi-
ﬂ’d cossack organization. Again, Vasyl' Kapnist took up the no-
vg cause and successfully appealed to St, Prtenhur;.ﬂ The

Prince

the
local nebility began organizing the

gy over the structure of the units. Lobanov-Rostoyskii

pilizy
sl suthorities agreed to the wishes of the mobility for they

g not want to antagonize them at a critical time. Moreover, the
Cossack troops were locally financed, mostly by the nobility, and speed
s of the essence. Fifteen regiments of 1,000 Cossacks each were
Hu“ﬂrnﬂwﬁlt and, as soon as the Napoleonic Wars had
eded, those regimonts were disbanded.

The idea of re-establishing Cossack umits remained dormant wntil

1430 when the Empire was again threatened, this time by the Polish up-
sising. The Ukrainian Governor-Gemeral, Prince M. C. Repnin, who was

49, L. [Lazarevskii], "Mysl' imp. Aleksandra I ob uchrezhdenii
v Malerossii kozach'ikh polkov," KSt., No. 1 (1890). pp- 119-120.

50The organization, activities, and disbandment of the 1812-
1816 Cossack formations have been studied in numerous works. The most
are: 1. Pavlovskii, "Malorossi {skoe kozach'e cpolchenie v

12 godu," KSt., No., 9 (1906), pp. 1-20 and No. 10 (1906), PP. 137-154;
I'M'I istorii malorossiiskikh kozakev v kontse XVIII 1 ¥
 Mchale XIX veka," Pt. IV, KSt., No. 6 (1897), pp- 472-48%; 7 Klepsats'-
kri, "Dvorians'ke zems'ke opolchennia {tn;ﬂr]é“ %ﬂm

— oV . XXXI . 6-21; V. 1. Strel'skil,

Tainsog, e (1930), pp- $-21 (Kiev: 1953); B. 5.

1812 go<
R tms toricheskie Z iski;

a. 12,
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. close to the Ukrainian traditionalises and who was even

- dccused

#ﬂin
. | of Cossack formations.>?

jan separatist tendencies, formulated another plan for the

Also, it was patterned after the
gt Kapoise project and was ardently promoted by his son, Ivan
“,11"“"7"'5‘ kapnist. Nothing came of these Plans, however, and the
peris) authorities did not permit any re-establishment of the
fersana te

yhile some traditionalists openly attespted to bring back one

¢ the BOSt jmportant elements of Cossack Ukraine--the Cossack army--

former

vs Cossack formations,

st of the others eschewed any active role. Only im private would they

criticize imperial assimilation and decry the loss of autonomous
priviloges. The political orientation and mood of this segment of tra-
ftionalists was best captured in several, mostly anonymous, political
tracts which were secretly circulated among the Ukrainian nobles. One
wrk, & history of the Hetmanate by Arkhup Khudobra, which, according
te the Decembrist 0. F. von der Briggen, was written “very freely and

53 Two other works, however,

sgainst our government," has not survived.
became widely known at the end of the eighteenth century and remained

pplar during the first half of the nineteenth. Both were in the form

by 52The initial inquiry as to the possibility of having Ukrainian
put down the 1mﬁ1 uprising came from Tsar Nicholas 1.
Sovernor-General Repnin responded enthusiastically and the initial =~
3tages of organization had been accomplished. But the imperial authori-
e Ve unwilling to grant any Cossack privileges and the Repnin pro-

.’!':‘._-‘ tabled. For a detailed discussion of the 183l Cossack project

. . kontse XVIIT i
Tt WK istorii malorossiiskikh kozakov ¥
¥ Mchale XIX veka,® Pt. V in KSt., No. 10 (1897), pp. 115-13L.

530, Ohloblyn, Liudy..., p. 288.
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g e speeches by {kralnian hetmans, subsequently revorked and

cated into L;turl[n Rusov, the most comprehensive autonomist
gracte

e first speech was attributed to Appointed Hetman Pavle Polu-
- after the death of Hetman Skoropads'kyi, Peter 1 hag greatly
u!tli“d the Hetmanate's autonomy and forbade the election of 2 mew

S Polubotok was then appointed acting hetsan. Polubotok and his
aff Jemsnded the restitution of full autoncmy. Peter had Polubatok
o his staff recalled to St. Petersburg, where Polubotok died ia
rison. According to the apocryphal story, Polubotok gave a formal
speech ot 3 dramatic confrontation with the tsar. He chastised Peter

for his cruel treatment of the Hetmanate and pleaded for the just resti-
pation of Ukrainian rights. Polubotok's concluding words were:

To enslave nations and to rule over serfs and slaves is the

role of Asiatic tyrants and not of a Christian momarch....
I know that shackles and bleak dungeons await us where we

will be subjected to hunger and oppression as is the Russian
custom, but as long as T am still alive, I will

tell you truth, 0 tsar [Gosudar'], that without fail, you
will have to account before the King of l:in;ug Almighty God,

for our demise and that of our entire people.d
nlike Polubotok's speech--with its sharpmess and emphasis om

tijhteousness--the other apocryphal oration, by Hetman Mazepa, focused
®re on historical amd 1“.1 arguments. It treated the Hetmanate as
8 independent state and accused the Muscovites of having usurped the

e Rus', In this speech, Mazepa explains the treaty with Sweden as

Hl = 1956), p. 309.
storiia Rusiv, ed. 0. Ohloblyn (New York: P
. 2 Musiv will be cited by page nusber in the body of

e e e
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se of the Hetmanate's right to foreign relations, as the con-

P

(jon of the policies of Hetman Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, and as o

maintain "all the Privileges of a free nation"

jey in order to
::’:71-2?5}-

gittle is known about the authors and the milieu from vhich these
e originated. They were apparently circulated in secret among a
el GFOVP of nobles, most likely centered at Movhorod-Sivers'k. A
grainian version of the Mazepa speech existed Prier to the early nine-

roeth Century Russian version found in Istoria Rusov. The existence

of three versions of Polutotok's oration has been established The
first vas published in J. B, Scherer's Annales de la Petite Russie

(1788). This led O. Ohloblyn to speculate that Ukrainian autonomists
(those espousing the restitution of Ukrainian autonomy) stationed in
§t. Petersburg passed materials to Scherer so that the plight of the
fetmanate would become known oputside the Russian Empire. While there

is po direct evidence to substantiate this claim, Ohloblyn has proved
that Scherer, both in his Annales and a subsequent six-volume work,
Mecdotes particulifres aux differons peuples de cet Empire (1792), had

M his disposal copies of authentic Ukrainian sources, including some

tspecially patriotic towards the Hetll.ul:u,ﬂ

Both orations were included im the most comprchemsive, the most
_’*"'-ti and the last political tract of Cossack Ukraime, Istoriia

—

= g
u

Bo' Ohloblyn, *'Annales de la Petite-Russie' Sherersz i "Istoriia

" Zbi Ukrains'koho Vil'noho Universitetu, Vol. V
M'l mi- ’ﬂ-ﬂ,
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This early nineteenth-century work Presents a long, elaborate

g
ol 0 *
1769 Turkish w
»s until the ar.
gevs?
pistory
st the

great extent, fictitious history dealing with the period f
roa

While Tecognizing Ukrainian

as 8 special branch of a greater "all-Russignn entity, the work

came time stresses Ukrainian separateness and is the last :lo-

for the Hetmanate and Cossack rights and privileges

sscribes 1n & TOREA

- of Cossack liberties against the Poles, Tatars, and Muscovites.

It

ticized fashion the heroic Struggle for the preserva-

l@w is vituperatively anti-Polish and, at times, quite anti-

pussian.
Istoriia Rusov, however, departs from previous political works

by fusing traditional sentiments--pride in the Hetmanate and emphasis
o the rights and privileges of estates--with liberalism and raticnalisa
of the age of Enlightenment. The fundamental primciples underlying this

57 All the positive characters strive for

vork are truth and justice.
justice while the negative ones subvert such principles. The anonymous
suthor of Istoriia Rusov believes that, "every creature has the right
to defend his right to life, freedom, and property” (p. 4), and that
"1l peoples that live on earth have defended and will always defend
their life [existence], freedom and property” (p. 88). The author is
Maiast al) tyranny of any kind and places the monarch within the law,
h"-‘! are the imt_ mirrors for the position and behavior of tsars
"m‘- and they should be their first enforcers and defenders”

. " u‘J-
:-':‘
"The Ethnical and Politi

% UAAS, uﬁ_ 4 (1952), p- %L
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o ¢hinking of the author is clear, The Hetman
ate and the

- ﬂbilitr have both Tiﬂht!‘r and pri?lll‘gﬂﬂ. guaranteed by th
e

in inalienable rights. The tsar!

1887 s
s
.‘q*olﬂ these rights while the Ukrainians have an obligation to

s duty is te Teécognize

#m‘ A Respect for both inalienable and guaranteed rights
r'e-.

- {n hareony and good order, while their abrogation produces tyranny.
" sgthoT Warns that Ukrainians have always resisted tyranny and that
ey VET® wever ready to give their lives to the last man for the sake
o freedon. This is their inborn trait and they do not bear enslave-
ot vi21ngly* - 120).

The suthor of Istoriia Rusov has never been identified, The
book sppeared under the alleged authorship of Archbishop Hryhorii

tonys'kyi but the work's rationalism, anti-clericalism, and differences

ia style from Konys'kyi's known writings have led scholars to reject
s suthorship. Recently, Ohloblyn has shown that Istoriia Rusov was

sritten after Konys'kyi's death (1795), sometime between 1801 and 1804 ,°8
Mdoubtedly the mame of Konys'kyi was used to give the appearance of
clerical approval and to create a smokescreen which would hide the

stual suthor and the milieu in which the book originated. For over a
century scholars have attempted to identify the author, but the many
m and debates proved fmitlass.sg This scholarly spade work,

e

==

%ntroduction to Istoriia Rusov, P- viii.

% ink has been spilled on the question of the authorship.

vs'kyi believed
century V. [konnikov and L. Lazare Fl russkoi is-

that ¢y, _
or was Hryhorii Poletyka. V. Ikonnikov, a
. ©1621-1623; A. Lazarevskil,

0 (Kiev: 1908), Vol. 11, Pt. 11, PP 1621000t ©o) Porinte.

Ti2 semeinago arkhiva Poletik," KSt.» ¥ ther
B . b ehenko, N, Hrushevs'iyl mnd moay €
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#"r' has F:ﬂhﬂﬂd some Tesults, T'Iltru l’, strong evidence that the
m Novhorod-S 60
yot u‘llm‘“d fro ivers'k, ™ and was, perhaps, strangely

#' (n the services of Prince Berborod'ks {n St. Fetnnhurg.“
gstoriis Ruso¥ Was enormously popular among the mobility of the
= jetmanate. After about 1825 it was circulated widely in manu-
gt ﬂ'ﬂ.lﬂ The German traveler, Johann Georg Kohl, passing through
aitle pussis” in 1841, noted the popularity of the work. He reported
ﬂﬂ._’_’l‘!’.ﬂ’—w was written in such a virulent anti-Russian and
#u].m.ht tone that it could never be published. But there were,

sverthe1e55.s

'“‘-lﬂ In 1846, Istoriia Rusov finally passed censorship and was
pﬂM- Thus it became available not omly to the Left-Bank nobility

whole districts where it could be found in almost every

bet also the modern Ukrainian national movement.
Although anonymous political works were frequently strident in

V. Horlenko and E. Porschak viewed Hryhorii Poletyka's son,
tasyl', as the anthor: V. Gorlenko, “K istorii iuzhno-russkago obshche-
stvs nachala XIX str.," KSt., Ne. 1 (1893), pp. 41-76; E. Borschak, La
historique de 1TUkraine. Istorija Rusiv (Paris: 1949). Finally,
P o epats'kyi, and A. lakovliiv have settled on 0. Be:z-
borod'ko: see M. Slabchenko, lhteriia_ly_fdn ekonomichno-sotsial 'no? is-
torif Ukratny XIX stolittia (Odessa: 1925), Vol. I, pp- 103-105; P.
Hepats'tyi, “Lyituvmnil-ﬁluhmdﬂ Bezborod'ka...," ». 284; 1. A,
gezborod'la...," p- 284; . A.

lakovliv, "Istoriya Lystuveania Oleksandra
"": 3 ya Rusov and its Author,™ Annals of UAAS, No. 2 (1953),

». 620-669,

60, Okleblyn, "Where was Istoriya Rusov Written,™
%. 2 (1953), pp. 670-695.

Annals of UAAS,

613 A, 1akoviiv, "Istoriya Rusov and Its Author," pp. 620-669.

S0, Ohloblyn, Introduction to Istoriya Rusiv, Pp-
8. 6. Kokl . St. Petersburg, Moscow, Kharkoff, Riga,
the German 'rﬁh:::; of the baltic, the Ste _ the Crimed,
1W-ﬁm—’m.

E=-IV.
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- o H-'“’l attacked the tgar and the imperial

ldli.l'li!-tl'-ltlnn,
pever questioned the tsar's clgjn of sovereigmty over the Hetmanare
I .

authors pointed, at ¢}
R Bes rather bitterly, at the tsar's

lication of thi
<ty The imp ¥ Argument was that the tsar should rectify
g0 10 ustice suffered by the Hetmanate by restoring

these rights. Thus,
e F““‘““l literature, written anonymously and Presumably without

gaar of reprisals, came to the same conclusion as the petitioners for

pup tinuation of the Lithuanian Statute or of the re-establishment

o sck formations. For virtually all the traditicnalists, the only

cmeeivable action was continued loysl service to the tsar in tke hope

gat he would maintain the last remnants of autonomy, or even restore
their traditional rights.

While the overwhelming majority of traditionalists were loyal
to tsar and Empire, there are indications that a small group had com-
sidered the possiblity of resolving the Hetmanate's plight by appealing
to an outside power. On April 24, 1791 [N.S.], Vasyl® Kapnist--the
sm¢ person who had formulated the first Cossack project--held secret
talks in Berlin with the Prussian Cabinet Minister, Graf Ewald Friedrich
Hertzberg, According to Herzberg's report to King Friedrich Wilhelm
ur, Kapnist claimed that he was sent by his countrymen to inquire whether
In the oven of a Russian-Prussian war, the Ukrainians could count on

ussian protection if they attespted to throw off the imperial ;ﬂuh+“

. —

lenh: ﬂm senorandum was discovered by a Polish historian, Bormnis]aw
ﬁ,m » "Tajna misja ukraifica w Berlinie w r. 1791," Przeglad Polski,
: mﬂﬁﬁ], Pp. 511-23. M. Hrushevs'kyi identified the Kapnist

®d In the memorandum as vasyl' Kapnist, "Sekretna misiia ukralintsia
. ““-"" M}: Naukovoho Tovarystva im. Shevchenka, Vol. IX
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. cosplained particularly of Potemkin's tyramny. The Prussian

pptd®
-ﬂ“"t yas poncommittal. In his memorandum to the King, Hertzberg in-
pelief that Kapnist was sincere
ted his » but warned of the possibil-

rovocation. Th
oy ol 8 gussian p ¢ King's reaction was negative and he

i
lﬂﬂﬂ‘ Hertzberg's polite refusal. Although the parties agreed to

B touch, it was obvious for all that the Kapnist mission ended

is failure.
ghrouded in secrecy, Kapnist's Berlin mission was never discovered

by the jmperial suthorities. So successful was the cover-up that only
, fow clues 85 to the identity of the conspirators and their aims remain.
yusyl! Kapnist's own participation in the conspiracy has been questioned.
sope scholars even advanced the hypotheses that it was another member

65

of the Kapnist family who went to Prussia. However, this was highly

| —

: : myjscellanea,” pp. 7-9; the memorandum was published by Georg
Sscke, "V. V. Kapnist und seine Ode 'Na rabstvo'," Zeitschrift fur
slavische Philologie, Vol. XVII (1941), pp. 291-301,

65scholars who hold this point of view refuse to accept the pos-

sibility that Vasyl' Kapnist, the "loyal"™ Russian writer, would have

wer been involved in such an undertaking. Since Hertzberg's memorandum
- mever indicated the full name of the Kapnist that visited Berlim, it
is certainly possible that some other family member visited Berlin.
De candidacy of Vasyl's brother, Petro, was first advanced by V. L.
Modzalevskii, Malorossiiskii rodoslovnik, Vol. 11, pp. 284-285. It has
become the official Soviel interpretation; see lu. G. Oksmam and S. N.
Gernoy, eds., v naniia i rasskazy deiatelei tainykh obshchestv
Wﬁ vols.: Moscow: 1931-33), Vol. I, pp. 407-408; A. Matsai,
mh_ﬁiw (Kiev: 1958), p. 78; L. A. Kovalenko, Velyka
hy zna revoliutsiia i hromads'ko-polit hni_rukhy na
¥ kintsi XVIII st. (Kiev: 1973), pp. 101-102. Despite sued
] mﬂ' that Petro went to Prussia is uncomvinc=
1 t is based largely on Petro's reputed liberalism--calling Bis
4 "republic" and changing the form of peasant obligations on his

to a i actions may have been
small money payment. While thH:h ly more connected with the

of "free thinking,"” they were prob
i ion and h:EImﬂii:: specifically to do with Ukrainian full
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iyl yasyl' Kapnist was the only family member who was an active
o 3
¢ of autonomy; he had personally lobbied for the renewal of

& gormations and for the rights of the Cossacks. His daughter

jped Vas
father passionately loved his native land and wa
My fice everything he owned for the welfare of Li:t:?:ﬂs::r
ﬂ'ﬂﬂthﬂ slightest oppression or injustice on the part of -
ment officials he would fly to St. Petersburg, leave his
family, create debts, and after struggling often with illustri-
ous PeTSONAEES would almost always come back the victor.

general he took a lively interest in eve Anw si h
:ﬂﬂ Little Russia, and suffered, one .ishr:th“rf 'lu:Et:A;th
per, s 8 result of which he was for the most part melancholy

fl' Kapnist in these words:

of Kapnist, it does specify his rank (court councilor) and ition
u’tl" manager), both of which correspond to Vasyl' and ﬁmf
to Petro. Recently, William B. Edgerton im "Laying a Legend to Rest.
fhe Poet Kapnist and Ukraino-German Intrigue,” Slavic Review, Vol. XXX,
%. 3 (1571), pp. 551-560, advanced another hypothesis that Vasyl's
other brother Mykola went to Prussia. His evidence is that Mykola was
the only Kapnist other than Vasyl® to hold the rank specified in Hertz-
perg's mesorandum (court councilor), and that in 1812 he stated that
be would welcome Kapoleon. But one may counter this argument by the
fact that Mykola did mot have a position in the state factories--at least
there is no evidence for this--and again while a statement favorable
to Napoleon in 1812 may have been considered an act bordering on dis-
loyalty, it has no commection with Cossack rights. Edgerton's methodol-
oy, to say the least, is questionable. He sets himself the goal of
defending the Russian poet Vasilii Kapnist from "the charge of high trea-
500." He then proceeds to discredit those historians who had held that
Vasyl' Kapmist had visited Prussia on the charge of Ukrainian nationalism
®d/or German anti-Russian intrigue. In his enthusiasa, Edgerton even
implies that the ground breaking article by Georg Sacke was part of a
Mazi anti-Russian campeign. In a subsequent issue of Slavic Review,
Vol. XXXII, MNo. 1 (1973), p. 218+, Edgerton spologized for this implica-
tion. A German historiam had informed Edgerton that Sacke, far from

a Nazi hack writer, in fact died in a Nazi concentration camp.
M1 of this is, of course, irrelevant as to whether Vasyl® hapnist
™ally went to Prussia in 1791. Most recently, Professor Oleksander
% Fﬁm a refutation n.f Edgl:rtnll'!- hmth!!iil: -Eﬂfllﬂ'ﬂ‘u
Kapnista 1791 roku; Istoriohrafiia i metodolohiia pytannia,
5 No. 1-3 (1974), pp. 85-103. Ohloblyn pointed out

in Edgerton's methodology-

£

/
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bad hulur.ﬁ&

od i °
- o from the
I

chat Vasyl'
hile there is substantial evidence that Vasyl' Kapnist was

Kapnist family were to undertake such a mission, it

Kapnist is still the most logical candidate.

secTet epissary to Prussia, his co-conspirators have never been
che

et fied. Kapnist had claimed that he was delegated by his countrymen
aestigate the possibility of Prussian protection. If this is true,
e

- jmplies that there was an organized conspiratorial group. Of course,

papnist
s again 8 most logical candidate to coordinate any plan of action.

say have acted on his own. But if others were involved, Kapnist

gis connections were 1-m.u.“ Kapnist was related to some of the

gost important families in the Hetmanate and Sloboda-Ukraine. As

srshal of the Nobility, he knew almost all the important mobles of the
setamnate; as director of a Kiev silk factory, he was well acquainted
yith the Russian bureaucracy. Finally, through his literary efforts,
his scquaintances, and Masonic circles, he was in touch with the court
and the Russian opposition led by the Grand Duke, Paul. In such a
silieu, Kapnist could move about without detection and discuss politics
wvith a great number of people, while revealing his true feelings only

to 2 small group of trusted friends. These wide-ranging connections

mde Kapnist best suited to carry on a conspiratorial mission. But

because of this wide circle of acquaintances, iﬂnntiﬁutiun of Kapnist's

M

—

Yol o T V. Skalon-Kapnist, Vos inaniia (Oksman and Chernov edition),
+ L, p. 304, 311 as quoted bF_Ecié%ﬂﬁ.—P- 555.

i’h ' v 1
% Kapnist mission and the problem of Vasyl' Kapnist's goals
w have been most comprehensively treated by 0. Chloblyn,

s hht,‘ E!Ez Staroi mr.!nrl PP- 49-114.
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. ;nlllm“m“' if there were any, is virtually impossible,
gymilarly, the aim of the conspirators is open to speculation.
 ghe tises Russia was at war both with Turkey and with Sweden. Further-
;1. prussia, with England's support, was openly preparing to strike
o pussian Empire. Perhaps the Ukrainian autonomists believed that
- pussian Empire would not survive the combined attack of S0 many
glet and that it would, therefore, be best to secure a position for
e fetmanate in the new internmational order. Kapnist's Cossack project
sy have been part of a larger plan, according to which these units
sere to serve as a focal point for the recruitment of all the traditional

cossack polks. These could then be used as a bargaining position in
the increasingly complex international situation. Im his discussion

gith Bertzberg, Kapnist emphasized that twenty-eight military wmits (the
earabineer units of the former Hetmanate and Sloboda-Ukraine) were serv-

ing the Russian Empire, and that they would prefer the renewal of their

~ mclent cossack constitution (1'ancienne Constitution des Cosaques).

From the available pieces of evidence it seems that Kapnist and his
msociates were attempting to use the international situatiom to bring
thout the type of "revolution” which Prince Bezborod'ko feared so much.
Once the Left-Bank Ukraine (the Hetmanate and Sloboda-Ukraine) possessed
 autonemous army, then the pressure for restoring “the hetmancy and
-hl'prhih.“n would be difficult to resist, especially if 2 major
Pover were willing to recognize the automomists claim.

The conclusion of the Turkish and the Swedish wars, in addition
pe Prussiars co-operation with Russia in the partitions of Poland,

any hopes of Prussian support in the regaining of Ukrainian
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‘,,poﬂ“’ gights. The Empire was in a stronger position than ever,

t and his supporters must have realized that any restitu-

o Kapni$
- y would have to come from the tsar,
oe time of the Kapnist mission un
sron the til the Napoleonic wars

pere 13 0 jndication of conspiratorial activity in the Left-Bank

grrsin€-

-“_w,l.p sentiments in the Hetmanate. The French had spies in the

Napoleon's invasion, however, elicited some pro-French and

errltory of the Hetmanate and were gemerally well-informed as to the
yod of the Ukrainian li'lil'lil*i“iill"-lsiru The Russian imperial government was
4o coscerned gbout the nobility's pro-Fremnch sympathies that it directed
”Pc.lll Committee Dealing With Treason (Osobyi Komitet dlia del zak-

I!_-!Lluhdﬂth izmeny) to investigate in the Hetmanate. After vigorous

{vestigations, the Committee failed to find any evidence of treasom,

jut it did report on some questionable behavior. One nobleman was
slleged to have said with great joy, "Napoleon will rip Russis apart.”
A soldier from Pereiaslav, Fedir Hutsan, refused to obey an order and
resarked that the situation would soon be reversed and "the Russians
[uscovites] will be butchered to a man."%? A well-known Ukrainian
whieman, V. L. Lukashevych, proposed a toast for Napoleon at dinner.”

I sddition to these officially investigated incidents, S. B. Skalon

T

®81. Borshchak [E. Borschak] im Napoleon i Ukraima (L'viv: 1937),
“ncentrates on French plans towards "Litt%u Russia."
b "I"" Rybakov, "Do kharakterystyky doby kryzy "ancienne régime’
" M%F zbirnyk Leninhrads'koho tuﬂ%_;tu doslidnykiv
%w of. 1T (1929), p- 60-
nm‘l Pq- H.,
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rs describes that her uncle, Mykola Kapnist, was ready to
g weo0d

vyith bread and salc.” n
Napoledn
,,;ﬂ"

v however, were only isclated instances. They catalogue

ens OF bravado in speech and cannot be taken seriously as 3

lﬁhcﬂti

emant of
s acblemen wWere showing pro-French sentiments because of a hope to

eptin gkrainian sutoncmy OT whether they simply were enchanted with

} 11‘““1 ideas. hﬂ:llhﬁﬂth. most lit.lr, was mlu]r concerned

the autonomist movement. Moreover, it is unclear whether

for the Hetmanate. In any case, these incidents posed neither a threat
o the Espire noT did they centribute to a stremgthened traditionalist
o eveR putonomist viewpoint. ODuring the Napoleonic era, the vast
safority of Ukrainian nobles, including almost all of the traditional-
{sts, mot only remained loyal but were busily organizing Ukrainian Cos-
sack forces in crder to defend the Empire against the French.

There are 2 few indications, however, that some conspiratorial
elrcles concerned with the traditional rights of the Hetmanate might
have existed. In 1825, while investigating the Decembrist movement,
the imperial authorities uncovered a secret Little Russian S-ncict]r.n
It vas allegedly founded by the same V. L. Lukashevych who had previcusly
toasted Napoleon and who was peripherally connected with the Decembrists.
e official inquiry concluded that Lukashevych desired “the independence

Ns. v. Skalon-Kapnist, Vospomimaniia... (Oksman and Chernov
"“"HJ Vol. I, p. 320. e

% slmu "Do istorii 'Malorossiiskago Obshchestva',"™
h ﬁ (1“5}- H_ H_'g‘
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75
#fhlgt" Russid. The Soclety, however, was at best only in the

proseid

giave th*

to a Masonic lod h
pave Dee” oo M 8¢ Which was secking mesbers from "the
| Russisn gentry."

stages when Lukashevych was apprehended. Some scholars be-

the frequent references to it ar phe inquest may, in reality

et
The existence of a circle of autonomists in Novhorod-Sivers

o confirsed ° by 0. Ohloblyn. 1In his works,

'k has
Ohloblyn has proved

that & great nany patriotic activists and writers lived in Novhored-
sivers'k and that much of the traditionalist literature originated
ﬂlﬂ*ﬁ Undoubtedly, these patriots met frequently and discussed
pelitics. But there is no direct evidence that they formed any special
ergsnlzation which had as its goal the restitution of Ukrainian autono-
wus rights.

In sum, the traditionalists, first and foremost, disapproved of
total imperial assimilation and wanted to maintain various aspects of
thelr traditional life and institutions. Some pursued active goals
of re-establishing Cossack units, others only wanted to retzin the
lithumnian Statute, while still others wrote and circulated patriotic
literature. While the vast majority of traditionalists wers completely
leyal to tsar and Empire, a daring few initiated foreign contacts or

ke favorably of the Empire's enemies. The o ‘ e

n'nl“-ltl Borovkova,™ Russkaia Starina, No. 11 (1898), p. 345;
Ivan Rybakoy, *po kharakterystyky...," p. 6.

5 “_:!u Rybakoy, *1825-i rik na Ukraini,” Ukra%na, No. 6 (1825),

h; The Introduction o
ten": and many others.
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]
ti"""“'“ dissatisfaction ET®™ out of thejir historieal BeBOTies
lr"‘u

their los
of e getmanate and r lost privileges. They Compared their bleak
Bt yith a largely idealized free ang lorious pase.

Although Rys.-

: o forelgn travelers perceived this diu-ti-_sfactiun, they also

ted L. General Aleksandr Mikhallovskig
ist ™

-Danilevski reported
s exaggerated fashion:
n
d one person In Little Ry i
1 did not fin ¢ Russia with
shle to talk in a manner f riendly towards tusxll:h:;e:u-“
ceigned an open spirit of opposition in all of them. Such
s hatred is caused by the violation of Little Russia's
rights, by the decline of credit and industry, by the in-
of taxes, which have reduced all of Little Russia
““'“w',_ and by a poor arrangement of the Judieial sys.
ten, where conscience is for sale, /6

1 his travels through the Hetmanate apd Sloboda-Ukraine in 1841,
Johann Georg Kohl wrote in the same vein:

Such is the aversion of the pecple of Little Russis
of Great Russia that it may fairly be described as a national
hatred, and the feeling has rather strengthened than dimin-
ished since the seventeenth century, when the COUNTTY was
smnexed to the Moscovite empire. The Malorossian, to this

day, sympathizes more with the Pole than he does with the
Moscovite.

to these

Before their subjection, all Malorossians were freemen, and
serfdom, they maintain, had never been known among them. It
wss the Russians, they say, that reduced cne-half of the people
to slavery. During the first century after the umion, Little

continued to have her own hetmans, and retained much of
her ancient constitution and privileges, but all these have

away by the retrograde reforms of the last and pre-

ury. Even the name of Malo-Rossiya has, since 1837,
ihlislmt, and occurs no longer in any official document.
Till that year, there had been a governor-general of Little
Russia but the office has been done away with, and the former
inscription over the government hotel at Poltava has been
offaced, This has given great offense to the nobles of the
land, and a stranger will not be long among them without
hearing bitter complaints on the subject....

e

'

10 :&t" Vospominanii Mikhailovskago-Danilevskago,” Russkaia Starina,

1300), p. 212,
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Litcle Russia was formerly s o
of poland and the mobles preserye Still many
ﬂ.lr :ﬂlﬂ'ﬁn age of 1ndtp-fﬂdcnc.e_ In many h

d qutrl.it!-luf all the Khmelnitzkie I:'-ic]
wukii [sic], and Rasumoffskis [sic], wh "“EPPI!_Iﬂr.],
tises have held the dignity of het » WhO, at varioys

man, and Ranuscrips
| relating ke thoss chys are carefully treasured uPi-‘.F -

should the colossal empire of Rugsi,
'i':'j, there is little dl:l-:uhl; but the

te state. They have thejys own langua
birieeal recstiections, Saldcn ingpe nFEAES, Deir o
the Wowcovite s ers, sad are in mmber already more thes
|ﬁ.m-m- Their Illt!.i:l'll.l sinews may be said to lie
the rural mobility living in the willa RN

Ees, from amon
gvery great pﬂtitlﬂll BOvVement has hitherto tﬂ?ﬁ,ﬁﬂ

tpublic undey the protection
tokens of

ouses will be

one day fall to
I-hlurur.sim: will form

To be sure the traditionalists coulg Never } Sherished
¢lons about a separate state as Kohil speculated, -

illu-

They felt that
they were epigones, the last remnant of a society and country which

would soon disappear. This attitude is captured by the young historian

Oleksa Martos who in 1811, while visiting Mazepa's gravesite in Moldavia,
jotted the following in his diary:

Mazepa died far away from his country whose independence he
dofended. He was a friend of liberty and therefore deserves
to be honored by posterity. After his expulsiom from Little
Mussia, its iphabitants lost their sacred rights which Mazepa
had defended for so long with great enthusiasm and patrietic
ardor. He is no more, and the names of Little Russia and its
brave Cossacks have disappeared from the list of peoples who,
Mithough small in numbers, are yct famous for their way of
life and constitution.... MNow rich Little Russia is reduced
0 two or three provinces. That such is the common destiny

of states and republics, we can see from the history of other
nations., 78

3. G. Kohl, Russia: St. Petersburg..., pp- 527-529.

W inzhenerna era Martosa o Turetskoi voine v tsar-
B oe 1812." Russkii Arkhiv, No. 7
Aleksandra Pavlovvcha 1806-1812,

* P 345, as quoted in D w.@‘%“—m—"—'
i

3,

Issue of the Annals of UAAS, No. 4 (1 ), and Nos.
7, p. 112. S e
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".dmun-um. only the memories of the Hetmanate remajined

por
g8 gor the past without any hopes for the future was the dominant

the ;ﬂdltiﬂnllhl! well into the 1840's,

-,‘n-f

he E
,, The StIUEESS for the Ennoblement of Former Ukrainian Office Holders.

Although the assimilators were eager to participate in the new

rder and the traditionalists had become resigned to it. the

w.;rlll o
sl government did mot permit the Ukrainian mobles to forget their
stonomous Past: By questioning the right of many Ukrainian nobles to

gesbership in the dvorianstvo, the government created a new issue and

Jlso 8 mew rallying point.

the legality of their imperial titles was first challenged by
pamlantsev's successor, Govermor-Gemeral M. N, Krechetnikov. In ur;hr
1 discredit his predecessor, Krechetnikov reported to the Senate on
mssive irregularities -in admitting claimants into the local dvoriamstve.
B cited that 22,702 taxed persons, hitherto unrecognized as nobles,
i boen included into the register of nobility.’® Krechetnikov's

mport alarmed the Senate. As a result, a decree was issued stating

that no a single person was to enter the dvoriantsvo without sufficient

preof of nobility; furthermore, it was necessary t
of pretenders to the dvorianstvo from among the taxed estates (sosloviia).

o diminish the mumber
80

Miller, "Ocherki iz istorii i juridicheskago h-]"l:l“!tmi
rshiny v dvorianstve," PL. It1,

Prevrashchenie kozatskoi sta

; dela, proizvedennago v komi-
-Th ukaz was quoted in o a5 5twi|.£hr.:hﬂl Sepate kasatel'no

" WYsothaishe utverzhdennom ravitel’
she pri pravite " ChOIDR, Bk. II, PtV

Svorianstva byvshikh chinov maloross
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o with such an authorization, KErechetnikov began a vigorous
jgation of the nobles registered in the tax rolls. By 1795 only
. miﬁ““‘“ were Tecognized as "nobles without any doubt." The
;1:1“ of the remaining 10,105 taxed nobles were either totally rejected
> Lditional proof of mobility was required whereby most of them were
Hl'-""mpllllﬂ-u The 12,597 "nobles without any doubt" also had dif-

In the Novhorod-Sivers'k and Kiey Provinces they were dropped

ficulties-
fron the tax registers (1795 census), but not in the Chernihiv province
od 2,616 proven nobles were still taxed.®® |p 1803 many of the nobles
previously excluded from the tax registers were again included due to
the Semate's ruling that the local administration was not authorized
to change tax ﬂlhtﬂrl.”' Thus, in the early nineteenth century 12,0C0
wyobles without any doubt" were still engaged in litigations in order
10 be exespted from the imperial tax rolls, the imperial draft, and
mjoy the full rights of nobility. Although most of these nobles finally
cbtained recognition, the imperial bureaucracy made the process a pro-
tracted and excruciating one.

In addition to substantially reducing the nmumber of taxed indi-
Viduals who had been admitted into the dvorianstvo, the imperial authori-

tes devised an exceedingly difficult procedure for new candidates to

|

. soslovii i dvorianskikh imushchestvakh v Chernigovskoi
c'u' Materialy dlia statistiki Rossiiskoi imperii (St. Peters-
LT » Yol. II, Pt. IV, pp. 8-9; D. Miller, "Prevrashchenie...,"

» PP. 367-368.

l u‘- Markovich, "Istoricheskaia i statisticheskaia zapiska o
forianskon
L

b

.h- Hm. "htﬂim!tﬂl....“ PP- '!'gl

ey, The ':'t: of these nobles is described by D. Miller, “Prevrash-
- 111, pp. 368-374.
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che status of dvoriane. In 2 decree issued on January 9, 1792
setalkov imposed

i o the local Commission of the Dverianstvo which honared

fines on unsuccessful candidates for the dvorianstvo

o vell
Jubious cl

-essful cla

enikov argued that, as nobles, such individuals were not allowed

84
-I-I--"" Those 1“'5'-1"1&“‘1’ H‘hﬂ Iiﬂ:lﬂ th'l ﬂﬂl‘lil:'qu&n:as of an

im to prove their nobility were also penalized

o bold Cossack lands, and if they possessed any, they were to be con-
giscated by the state. The latter ruling was of such dubious legality
et krechetnikov was forced to rescind it.“ However, the Covernor-
General's message to the Ukrainian nobility was clear. New seekers of
jsperial titles faced considerable risks.

Krechetnikov's removal in 1795 and the accession of Pzul I to
the throne gave the Ukrainian nobles renewed hope that their claims
would be honored. In January 1797 a decree ordered the compilation of
s new Imperial Heraldry Book and all dvorianstvo families were to submit
evidence of mﬁl—mt.ﬁ
the granting of titles. Both new candidates for the dvorianstvo and

This decree greatly centralized control over

Tecognired nobles had to deal with the Heraldic Office, which was the
final arbiter in all cases. In effect, local commissions of the
dvorianstvo eould now only recommend or support candidates for the

uhw-ﬂl"l stern measures are treated by D. Miller, "FPre-
Mishchenie,.. " Pt. III, pp. 363-368.

-5_.&!”?-155.

-, PSZ, No. 17,749 (January 20, 1797), Vol. XXIV, pp. 298-299;

Y. 78881 (March 19, 1797), Vol. XXIV, pp. S13-514.
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87 e first, the Ukrainian nobles benefitted, dince they
tvo-
gion® iy attonpt to obtain titles of dvorianstvo without any risk.
agai®
cov gic Office recognized all Polish titles and coats-of-arms.
rainian jnstitutions was sufficient evidence to obtain

tvo no coat-of-arms was permitted *% 1t seemed that the
'1_-’ r
‘ndiw,di-!“‘ in obtainin
2 vas the excruciatingly slow procedure of the Heraldic Office.
gob1¢5

g titles for the majority of Ukrainian

gy the turn of the century, however, there was a basic shift

i the policy of t
on service in the sbolished Ukrainian institutions were no longer
solely

recopni
secane sppareat only after several Ukrainian candidates had already

The Ukrainian nobles thus discovered that the Heraldic

he Heraldic Office, and claims to dvorianstvo based

zed. Since each case was decided individually, the mew policy

jost their cases.
office had taken a strict construction
Neither the Table of Ranks mor the Charter of Nobility

ist interpretatiom of the Ukrain-

i offices.

recognized that service in Ukrainian institutions gave an automatic

right to dvorianstvo. Since there was no official table which equated

krainian offices with corresponding
. Wraldic Office had no legal basis for honoring Ukra
Had it been fully implemented, the ruling of the

ones in the Table of Ranks, the
. B9
inian claims.

Heraldic Office

vitel"stvennoi deiatel 'nosti Vremeni

8. V. Klochkov, Ocherki
Wvia 1 (Petrograd: 1916), | p.‘i‘Eﬂ :
skago byta staroi

H““"l' = "Oche istorii i juridichesk3ag ¥ 2
ii. m?:::;;.m::lh::lukui starshiny ¥ dvorianstve,”" Pt. I
b :&"I h- ‘ [l“n' FP... :.;'

'&‘. Pp- 4-5, 8.
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y pave Dad 3 catastrophic effect on many Ukrainian noble families.
ol
that
peant
It

(pigible for dvorianstvo if thelr position were sufficlently high
ot

those nobles who had joined the imperial administration

qsple of Ranks. But all those who had retired without ever hold-

iné

L cheir children were barred from cadet schools, subjected to the

¥

st 98 disqualified from many military and administrative positions.
- quite possible for a Ukrainian noble of superior rank to become

smeligible for dverianstvo, while one of much lower rank, having
I

gransferred tO the imperial administration at the time of the sbolition

ﬂ‘n:l.liﬁ institutions, was readily recognized as a dvorianin.

‘the ruling of the Heraldic Office caused a storm of protest and
pndignation esong the Ukrainian mobility. It violated a twenty.year
jocal practice which recognized Ukrainian service as indisputable evi-
gence for dvorianstvo. The incensed nobles began a struggle to obtain
full recopnition of Ukrainian ranks and titles. They were led by a
smiler group of nobles, who called themselves "patriots.”C These
ptriots began collecting charters of Polish kings, all the treaties
¢concluded botween the tsars and hetmans, tsarist ukaiy and land grants,
e decrees of hetmans, documents issued by the College of Foreign
Mfairs and the Senate. On the basis of this material, they prepared
Tarious petitions, position papers, and memoranda to defend their right

———

"ecks he
: correspondence of some such mobles, collected in t
.-qﬂ:' the Nobility," was entitled “Correspondence Between Patriots

; Land for the Common Good" (Perepiska mezhdu “i'?t“i sego
HLMM: see D. ler, "Prevrashchenie...,' Ft.




(

ity vague historical memories were now reenforced with histori-
1 ®

w antation-

ol The first pﬂlﬂni:-ll works on the issue of the Ukrainian nobility

chernihiv province. The General Judge in the reconstructed

in
#F":::ﬂ court system (1796-1801), Roman Markovych, wrote a Commentary

gt

the fi
ol - N
1iskago dvorianstva"). He argued that Ukrainian ranks were

ts of the Little Russian Nobility ["Zamechaniia o pravakh

sys sccepted by the Russian authorities. As proof he cited the fol-
gl

jowing ant!:
ection)s 3 1735 opinion of the Foreign College indicating Russian
el

equivalents for
given 0 those who transferred in 1782 from the sbolished Ukrainian

the "articles of 1728" (Hetman Danylo Apostol's

Ukrainian ranks, and most importantly, the imperial ranks

jstitutions to the new imperial administration.
writing virtually at the same time as Markovych was another, more

udite polemicist, Timofii Kalyns'kyi.”” His work was eatitled,
Thoughts About Little Russian Ranks, Their Advantages, the Evidence

Necessary for Proving Nobility on the Basis of Service and in Mhat Sec-

timns of the Nobility's Book of Heraldry These Ranks Should be Recorded

{eenie o malorossiiskikh chinakh i o ikh preimushchestve, & ravno i
kh dlia

o razbore ikh dokazatel'stv o dvorianstve po sluzhbe i chinam i
meseniia v Rodoslovnuiu dvorianskuiu knigu i v kakuiu imenno onoi
"‘““’l-"" Kalyns'kyi claimed that the Ukrainian starshyna was already

" . 14-17.
’lﬂm by D. Miller, wpreyrashchenie. .., Pt. IV. pp

Zhor a brief biography of T. Kalyns'kyi see O. Ohloblyn, Liudy

Pp- 33-48.
'ﬁh ie g detailed summary
o ity o work was never published, hu;ther: ;: N v 12-21.
- S Contents, D, Miller, "Prevrashchenie..-.
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"‘wd“d as shliakhta at the end of the sixteenth century. As shlia-
ghtds they had greater rights than the Russian dvorianstvo, since not

" gparshyna but the whole Cossack estate was "a knightly order
. iiakhta status” and thus readily qualified as Russian dvorianstvo.
L squated the Ukrainian sotnyks (a rather low rank) with the Russian

, the General Starshyma as dumnie boiare. The hetman, in

Ill!'"'“iu opinion, could hardly be equated to a general fieldmarshal

(the sank held by Rorumovs'kyi) but was a virtual sovereign.

goth works were discussed at an 1805 meeting of the Chemihiv
grorianstvo and resulted in a petition to the imperial authorities,
followed by at Jeast 1w other petitions. All of these were shelved
in the office of Governor-General Prince I:.-.u-al:i.msM and only in 1809
these petitions were passed on to the Council of Ministers.

simsltanecusly, the ncbles of Poltava, the other province which

1ad once been part of the Hetmanate, were also preparing to counter the
mling of the Heraldic Office. The Poltava nobles were familiar with
petitions presented by the Chernihiv nobility, but felt that these

B et i oot dnpartaat and fmdsmcatal poiats.”

They decided to
éraw up mew petitions, but im consultation with their counterparts in
Ghernihiv. Mykhailo Myloradovych, the Poltava Provincial Marshal,
fiscussed the matter with R. 1. Markovych, who in turn recommended

Tisofii Kalyns'kyi as the most knowledgeable person on the subject.

S

"'" the 1805 meeting and the petitions see D. Miller, “Prev-
M----‘- rt' “l P- m;

%' ml.r- l:'llﬂhdm-i-il- Pt' IIH" F‘ 51:
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"-u.ll"- "W eatered into a lively correspondence which
cyearly define the issues snd to co-ordinate the activities

J# ity im both provimces, With this "correspondence between

of the comntry for the common good,” the mobility's struggle

o -"-1“1 m'ﬁ

pos
-g_iﬂt_ by the Poltava mobility, Kalyns'kyi produced im
P rm.;u] work, Notes om the Little Russiam Nobility ("Prime-
o malorossiiskos dvorianstve”).”’ It was indeed the fundasental

”.ru- rights of the Ukrainian nobility desired by the Poltava
Ses. It essmerated all the grants givea by momarchs from the time

‘Ww to Catherine Il and cited all the pertinent arti-
'-‘ﬂﬂt—i-mtlull as treaties of various hetmans.
mﬁ-ﬂlmﬂ-ﬂ; Kalyns'kyi mo lomger proposed that
“ﬂ-ﬂﬂlhwdﬂlmm_, but rather
aar a1l Wkrainiss title bearers simply be emncbled, with the General
_ﬂm-mamm:uﬂpnﬂmhnlm
H_.ﬂplwmthtﬂrd.niﬁ-mtlhﬂuﬁrn-htu
the second
_ Mhen in 1809 the Poltava nobles elected 2 new provincial marshal,
l-l-hqi. they specifically instructed hia to obtain recognitiom

This work also never lished but again, D. Miller pro-
" ;‘. Wﬂi’ll--‘ h' n- PP- 34-36.
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jed by Adrian Chepa and V. H. Poletyka, son of Hryhorii, who

wrote an independent work, Notes on the Little Russian

"guiﬂﬂ
‘,_!.*-"13 (1809) ("Zapiska o malorossiskom dvorianstve™).  Vasyl®
jobi

etyk argued that during Polish times all shliakhta were legally
Fe

{ in status and rights, and this equality had been guaranteed when
¢qu

dllllt#ﬂlt- cam¢ under the protection of the tsar. It was unthinkable,

,fore, that some nobles were to be recognized as dvoriane and
pot.?8

The polemics on the Ukrainian nobility continued throughout 1809.
yirisn Chepa wrote his Notes on Little Russian Ranks ("Zapiska o malo-

mssiskikh chinakh™) in which he gave a detailed historical explanation
of al1 Ukrainian offices and attempted to prove that these ranks were

jiveys recognized by the Russian suthorities.’> Adrian Chepa and V. H.
Poletyka co-ordinated their activities by mutual exchange of historical
materials and l:hiu.lm
defense of the rights of the nobility.
the "patriotic™ camp gave it a great stimulus., He was a leading

Finally, Fedir Tumans'kyi wrote his Notes im

101 Tumans'kyl's accession to

By n Poletyka's notes were published in "Iapiska o malorossii-
h#ﬂrl.-.ltn (1809)," KSt., No. 1 (1893), Appendix, pp. 1-8.

"'L-{un o malorossiiskikh chinakh Adriana Ivanovicha Chepy,"
Bt., ¥o. 4 (1897), Appendix, pp. 23-32; Nes. 5, Appendix, pp. 33-39.

mpmdun between A. Chepa and V. H. Poletyka was
aitnd hr V. Gorlenko (Horlenko), "K istorii iuzhno-russkago obshch-

Rachala XIX st, " k5e., No. 1 [1!‘93}, pp 41-76, and also in
""“""11 lnmu: i zametki," KSt., S (1890), pp. 364-369.

'lllr Tumans'kyi's Notes were never published. The
'""'Eih“ been seen by 0. Ohloblyn (cf. Liudy..., p. 258) and A.

(ef. Zamechaniia na istoricheskiia monografii D. Millera
% anstve stnut'n_vxkh sud Yharkiv: 1898], p. 26).
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F:tllﬂw"' of the Hetmanate and the planner of an academic library
102

v. More important, as a literary figure and the former edi-
in Hiv

¢ st. Petorsburg’s Rossiiskii Magazin, Tusans
gof © 103

gai 1terary reputation. ™ This was a further indication to the

'kyi enjoyed a. na-

o
jsper”

S5, put included some of the most illustrious figures of the Hetmanate.

{al authorities that the movement was not limited to a few malcon-

By the end of 1809 the discussion had temminated, and the Poltava
acbility presented its petition. The local and central authorities
wnsidered the petition in conjunction with those received from Chernihiv
province. The Committee of Ministers decided that "in the case of the
Litcle Russian dvorianstvo the same rules should be utilized as were
aade by the General-Feld'marshal graf Rumiantsev-Zadumaiskii _,,‘h:u The
Napoleonic Wars, however, prevented the implementation of this ruling
md subsequently, the Ukrainian nobles were forced again and again te
petition the central authorities. In 1819 and again in 1827 these peti-
tions were vigorously supported by the Governor-General Prince Repnin.ms
Wile the Council of Ministers acted favorably, the measures were

————

1029, Ohloblyn, "Fedir Tumans'kyi i icho proekt skademichno%
¥ Hlukhovi kintsia 1770-kh rr.," Naukovyi Zbirnyk UkraZns'ka
¥il'na Akademiia Nauk u SShA, Vol. II (1953), pp. 106-114.

103p0r o bibliography of Tumans'kyi's works see M. N. Longinov,
Russkie Pisateli v XVIII stoletie," Chapter XIX, Fedor Osipovich
m"‘ﬁ.'ﬁhﬂmh Starina, Vol. IX (1873), pp. 33:;3!-5. g;dimﬁl:m
a brief bi Livdy..., pp. 248-258 in "Fedir Tu-
h"'h"»lll ngili‘zi‘_'igr—ﬁ‘

649, 1“?' Gorlenko, ™K istorii iuzho-russkago obshchestva...," pp.

L &' Miller, "Prevrashchenie...,” Pt. IV, K5t., No. 4 (1837),
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yy blocked or tabled in some special commission of the Senate.
The reason for the Senatorial opposition was that the senate
reed pureaucratic rank (chin) and opposed an entirely hereditary

supPe

state pobility. In a meticulous study of EVETY imperial decree on

the Senate Commission

gkrainidh ranks, attempted to prove that only the

Jigher ones bought hereditary nobility whiie the lower ramks qualified
106
mF““'l nobility. The descendants of those in the lower ranks,
werefore, were not to be considered as nobles, but could become nobles,
oven hereditary ones, by achieving the appropriate level in the Table
of Ranks. The Senate did not want to exclude the non-Russian dvoriane
| ¢rom the dvorianstvo, It merely wanted them to enter the dvorianstyvo
through sppropriate advancement in imperial service rather than by claim-
. ing illustrious ancestors.
: The issue was finally brought up at the Imperial Council and
: settled by imperial decree in 1835, All Ukrainian military and civilian
ranks except for the lowest--Comrades of the Standard and voznyi--were
pecognized as automatically bestowing hereditary dvorianstvo on its

Molders and their descendants.!®’

T = oo e g

This decision finally settled what
wis for the nobility the last remaining issue stemming from the sboli-
tiom of Ukrainian autonomy.

Mhile the movement to cbtain imperial recognitiom of Ukrainian

"“l'll reports of the Senate Commission dealing with Ukrainian
nks has been published, "Zapiska iz dela, proizvedennago v komitete
hh‘i“" utverzhdennom pri pravitel'stvuiushchem Senate, kasatel"no
k. 12 dvorianstvo byvshikh chinov malorosiiskikh," ChOIDR, Bk. 2 (1361),

Y, pp. 80-139, e

Bigsy 5L, 2nd ed., Wo. 7976 (March 20, 1835), Vol. X, Pr. 1, pp.
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without doubt, motivated by class jn T
4616 wass Shie af Thivadnias interest, it had broader ig-

for the/ Dational soasclousness, Not all nobles would
gricatio®®
ains from the success of the movement. In fact, many already
tles to the imperial dverianstvo. All the leaders of the
Markovych, Tymofii Kalyns'kyi, Mykailo Myloradovych,
vasyl' poletyka, Adrian Chepa, Vasyl' Charnysh, and Fedir Tumans'kyi--
'ﬂ“mlni““ as dvoriane without any question, all except Kalyns%yi
d Varkovych were prosperous and held & rank in the Table of Ranks.)®®
s the struggle became protracted, many of the descendants of the unre-
#1“; nobles had already gained dvorianstvo om the basis of imperial
service, which occurred on a large scale during the Napoleonic wars.
e best evidence for this is that the recognition of most Ukrainian
ttles in 1835, brought mo increase in the nusber of nobles in Poltava
od Gernihiv provinces; in fact, the nusber continued to decline.'"?
In purely socio-economic terms, the lack of recognition of Ukrainian

titles had dire consequences for only a part of the nobility, and the

108y Modialevs'kyi provides information as to rank and wealth
 for the following individuals; Roman Markovych reached rank 6 (kolle-
sovetnik), Malorossiiskii Radoslownik, Vel. ILI, p. 430; Mykhailo
rank 3 (tainyl sovetnik), ibad., Vol. III, pp. 490-491.
Vasyl' H, Poletyka, statskii sovetnik), ibid., Vel. IV, pp. 126-
121, Tymofii Kalyns'kyi only reached rank 9 (titulairmoi sovetnik);
See 0, Ohloblyn, Liudy..., pp. 33-48. Fedir Tumsch"ﬁm ran.: Ek ‘
: sovetnik); see graf Grigorili Miloradovich, slovnaia kniga
Fﬂr;.amuri (2 mlf: St. Petersburg: 1901}, vol. II,
B P . Ohloblyn, Liudy..., pp. 248-258 and “Fedir Tumans'-
'-‘" PP. 106-114, I have been unable to establish the precise rank
hﬁ:‘{ A. Chepa and Vasyl' Charnysh, but since Charnysh was also the
ta13 L of the Nobility for the whole Poltava province, he sust have
" " appropriate rank.
b of e In Chemnihiv pmvinulth; Tt“;l
ek Mbles dropped from 12,006 in 1834 to 10,551 in 1850. 1In Polta
gy, o there is a sligne Senvense From 10,088 in 1831 to 10,875 in

.'l- . m L1 hillﬂllm‘-i:
g zan and §. M. Troitskii, "Izmeneniia v ¢ 4
Vese i razmeshchenii dvorianstva v Rossii v 1782-1858 gg..
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1en had diminished considerably by the 1820's.

geyond the bread-and-butter issue, the movement for the recogni-

e pkrainian titles was reinforced by the nobility's stromg local

Liotist. This patriotism reflected two main concepts: the nation
god the fatherland. A long-standing tradition stemming from Polish
(ines had equated the nation with the nobility. In the Polish-Lithuanian
comonvealth, the nobles made up the nation which ruled the state.
fhus, 18 defending the mobility, “the patriots" were also defending the
rights of the nation and their Fatherland--the Hetmanate. The writings
of "the patriots” contain a telling gradation of loyalty and identifi-
eation, The first loyalty was to the tsar, them to the imperial state,
sat they still reserved the tera "fatherland" for the territory of the
Hetmanate.

Such concepts, typical for the large multinational empires of

the eighteenth century, had already been challenged by the mation-state
of revolutionary France. But in the territory of the Hetmanate, the
old views were still firmly entrenched. Although the Hetmanate no longer
axisted, the values it embodied remained strong. The ruling of
the Heraldic Office infuriated the Ukrainianm "patriots™ because it
questioned the status of their heroic ancestors and the traditions of
their Fatherland. This was the reason for a highly emotional patriotic
Stcry. For example, T. Kalyns'kyi wrote to M. Myloradovych, "A pas-
tionless concern for the Fatherland, and, moreover, the degradation of
F mative [otechestvennie] titles, would cause even the dusb to become
31 and with an apostolic and prophetic voice speak out the truth.”

T

_—

% No. 4 (1971), p. 164,
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ol sdded that, "1 am ready to die in defense of OuUT common

pir™* 110

antaf®s and freedoms.” R. Markovych wrote his work out of "s
]
o gy countrymen, and A. Chepa pursued the struggle because of
111
, ogen! and love for the mation." When in 1809-1810 it scemed

st the ykrsinian nobility had triumphed, V. H. Poletyka wrote to A,

Chepd

mylrl.l.lﬂ-
ﬂrﬂllﬁiii did not live in vain, rewards us and comforts us in death

_ nHiow pleasant it is to work for the glory and utility of the

Our own feelings, the feeling that in troubled times. we

od gives uS the right to call ourselves 'sons of the Fatherland' ‘12
The sudden decision of the Heraldic Office not to recognize
&rainian titles slowed somewhat the imperial assimilation and Russifi-

cation of the mobility. Although only part of the Ukrainian mobility
yas faced with the possible loss of position, wealth, and way of life,
the nobility as a whole, at least in official petitions, closed ranks
od fought the Heraldic Office. While, for the most part, the nobles
yere ultimately successful, the long and sometimes bitter struggle pro-
" duced an outburst of local patriotism. The Ukrainian nobles viewed the
sction of the Heraldic Office not only as a socio-economic threat, but
als0 2 an insult to their Fatherland and a belittlement of their an-

testors, Their emotional outcry strongly reinforced the traditional-

ists' preoccupation with a largely romanticized past.

The struggle over the recognition of Ukrainian offices and titles

"‘-l-____'_-__
10, Miller, "Prevrashchenie...,” Pt IV, P- v

. Wngg., p. 14,
2y Gortenko, "X istori? ijuzhno-russkago obshche

!t'l " " "I" P" 56.
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o e jmperial dvorianstvo was the last action of the nobility as a

oty cohesive Ukrainian independent political factor.

fad The subsequent

fats of the nobility was varied. Most became Russified and faithfully

| the Empire. The more politically inclined joined

all-Russian
govements covering the full spectrum of opinion from the extreme right
.o the left. Others vegetated on their estates and adhered to a "Little
pussian” localism. They continued their antiquarianist historical
interests and supported local educational and cultural institutions.

jut the struggle preserved the idea of a Ukrainian fatherland well be-
F‘th demise of the last institutions of the Hetmanate., To this
extent it served as a link between the traditional autonomy of the past

and Ukrainian nationalism of the future.

5. The Heritage of the Nobility: Political and Historical Works and

the Beginnings of a Ukrainian Vernacular Literature.

The struggle over the recognition of Ukrainian titles generated
a starch for evidence to bolster traditional claims and this laid the
fomdations for the systematic collection of historical materials,
This limited goal was soon expanded to the preparation of a scholarly
history of Little Russia. The nobles believed that such a work would
freatly facilitate the recognition of the Ukrainian comtribution to the
imperial al1-Russian history and culture. On May 6, 1809, the “patriot”
Mrian Chepa wrote to his colleague Vasyl' H. Poletyka:

h-l! mll will undertake the great labour of writing a famous
H‘ﬁ"'“ Russian history--a history of Little Russia, you

accomplish a task worthy of you. Posterity will give
Its due to the ::hi:mu of your late father, will never
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forget you anﬁng other outstanding men of our fatherland

t you have many materials .

IIHP“ necessary for such a th
edition... I can assist worth-

"M"H! you with those documents I

have:
at the time of Chepa's call, the history of the Hetmanate was

il poorly represented. Only three major works existed: Vasyl Ruban's

#;E_tj___nil_l‘”?“' Malyia Rossii (St. theﬂhurl: 1777) which was an

:r“'"ﬁ early eighteenth century Cossack chronicle; Opanas Shafons 'kyl's

Cherni skago namestnichestva topograficheskoe opisanie (1786) which
contained 3 136 page preface describing the origins, development, and
jecline of the Hetmanate; and Oleksander Rigel'man's, Letopisnce povest-

covanie 0 Maloi Rossii i eia marode i kozakakh voobshche (1787), which

«as on the borderline between a chronicle and a critical histnq.""

spafons'kyi's and Rigel'man's works, moreover, were available only in
mnuscript form, for they were published only in mid-mineteenth cen<— -
m.‘“ With the exception of several documents and articles pub-
lished by Vasyl' Tumans'kyi in his Rossiiskii Magazin (1792-1794) the

only other history was written by a young nobleman, Iakiv Markovych,
lapiski o Malorossii, eia shiteliakh i proizvedeniiakh (Notes om Little
Russia, Its Inhabitants and Products). Published in 1798 in St.

lu\'- Gorlenko, "1z istorii juzhnorusskago obshchestva...,” p.
S5, Translated by G, S. N. Luckyj, Between Gogol' and Sevcenko, p. 0.

i Ikonnikov, Opyt russkoi jstoriografii (Kiev: 1908) , Yol.

I, pt, 7, p. 1953.

15, pige1* :s o Maloi Rossii i eia
man, Letopisnoe stvovanl
Marode § h:ﬂ.£ m;h;;hg scow: 1847); Afanasil Sha nnsti:i
namestnichestva t© ficheskoe iﬁ%ﬁl]
MEiticheskin i istoricheskin opisanien Malyla Fos=i Kigv: :
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£ Iﬂd d’ﬁd—i':lte'd to Hﬂrhﬂ.\r:'rch'l

Ut 5 protector,

0. T. Troshchyns'kyi
43 also fros the Hetmanate), the work was ful] of enthusiasm and
m an

otiss, but made MO new contribution to historical knowledge, As

grkovych himself admitted, "
8. Up to now Little Russia has not been

iped in detail by anyone.

, pistorian or scholax, But as & young son who devotes his

I have attempted to portray it not as

first record

of geeling and understanding to his mother cm‘:n’.“”&

yhile Takiv Markovych's attitude would be applauded by the

spatriots,” eVen they realized that the fledgling study of Ukrainian
pistory needed a more solid foundation. It was provided in the mine-
teenth century by numerous local studies--best exemplified by Mykhailo
arkov's work on Chernihiv and Maksym Berlinskyi's on Kiev.)'7 But the
seed for a comprehensive, systematic general history was also recog-
sized. Vasyl' H, Poletyka and Adrian Chepa had unsuccessfully attempted
to write such a I:istm.lu Oleksa Martos, the son of the sculptor

Ivan Martos, actually produced a three-volume manuscript which passed

119

the censor, but was never published and subsequently lost. It was

a noblesan, Dmytro Bantysh-Kamens'kyi, comnected peripherally with
the Hetasnate, who succeeded in publishing the first comprehensive,

e —

116p, Doroshenko, A Survey of Ukrainian Historiography, p. 100.
uTLH*.- Ft 1“?1
“"- Gorlenko, "Iz istorii juzhnorusskago obshchestva... o

». 50.53,

mlﬂ._ Lazarevskii, "Prezhnie izyskateli Malorusskoi stariny; TI.

- Ivanovich Martos.™ KSt., No. 2 (1895), pp. 170-19%; only two
from the third ;'nl'ﬁ; survived and were published in Severnyl

biv, Mos. 13-14 (1822) and Nos. 6, 12, 13 (1823).
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prﬂ“imll history, Istoriia Maloi Rossii S0 _vremen priscedineniia

ol

Aﬂnj’ﬂnieu pervobytnago sostoianiia ego kraia (Moscow: 15.?2].11“
this four-vol
¢rom Kievan times to the beginning of the nineteenth century

. rossiiskomu gosudarstvu pri tsare Aleksee Mikhailoviche, s

ume worTk outlined in a detached manner the history of

prrain®
1t becam® established as the basic textbook for Ukrainian history until

the beginning of the twentieth century by which time four editions had

yith the appearance of Bantysh-Kamens'kyi's history, the scholarly

study of the Ukraine and the Hetmanate had become established. The

aobility's avocation for Ukrainian history continued unabated through-
ot the nineteenth century. They published new monographs--most notably

Mykola Markovych's five volume Istoriia Malorossii (The History of
little lhlllil}lﬂ--ﬂlilr papers, genealogies, sand local studies. By
the 1830's, however, historical studies ceased to be the preserve of
sobles who traced their origins to the Hetmanate, and began to attract
scholars from other Ukrainian regions and social strata. But it was
the nobles of the Hetmanate who provided the foundation for a Ukrainian
national historiography. Whatever their varied motivations--to record

the end of the Hetmanate, to glorify the Cossack past, to justify their

tlain to dvorianstvo, or merely to write a scholarly history--the mobles’

e

I-umm‘"‘ rchivist M
ro Bantysh-Kamens'kyi's father, the learned a -

Kamens'kyi, -{s born in Hﬁhyn. studied in the Kiev Academy and

tventua]) here Dmytro was bom. Dmytro
Y made a career in Moscow, W Governor-General, Prince

Srentua]] inian
hepain, ¥ became an aide to the Ukrain 3 nOkis history.

and lived in the Hetmanate where
(5 vols.. Mgscow! 1842-43) .

ll.l.* Markovich, Istoriia Malorossii
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(qicing® clearly revealed that the Ukraine had distinet and colorful

£rom which lessons could be drawn in discussing the present and in

F_-l.'l
plassins

11y significant for the Ukrainjan revival was the

for the future.

nobility's
.;:pif“ﬂ“ﬂ“ with a literature written in the Ukrainian vernacular,
e the end of the eighteenth century the vernacular was rarely used.
for religious writings and belles lettres and even personal papers,
28553 glavonic and Latin were utilized while a special chancellery
—— used for official business. In the second half of the
sighteenth century these languages were replaced by Russian, which for
krainians was just another artificial literary language. Gradually
mussisn took hold, and all writings, official business and politics,
were conducted in Russian while Ukrainian, as in previous times, was

 peserved for the home and immediate family, Clearly, Ukrainian was

vieved as a language unsuited for high culture.

It was the fascination of late classicism with vernacular as a
rich, coarse, and intrinsically humorous peasant dialect which permitted
the first experimentation with l.llr.:r:ld.l:..’n.m.u2 The theory of literature
of the classicists required the adherence to a high, middle and low
Style. Low style burlesques and travesties were written in various
Rssia dialects, motably N. Osipov's parody of the Aeneid (1791),
wd, thus prepared the way for the use of Ukrainian. The nobles of the
fetaanate, therefore, with a variety of motives--patriotism, literary

e —

%'% the impact of classicism on Ukrainian literature see D.
.Mimr Istoriia ukrains'koi literatury (New York: 1965), pp.
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restsr of self-smusenent--began experimenting with a literature
jot®

#.jl.
e first known attempt to utilize the vernacular in modemn

rgture ¥as by Opanas Lobysevych, a literary figure and former adju-
te

23

i 1
£ Hetman Rozumovs'kyl. " * He wrote "Virgil's Shepherds. ., .Dressed

gant ©
@ 1 Little
ch's work has been lost. Lobysevych's intentions, however,

Russian Coats™ & travesty of Virgil. Unfortunately,

sore €57 pore serious than just producing humor and local color. In

, letter of September 30, 1794 to another literary figure, Archbishop

ii Konys'kyl, lobysevych outlined a conscious desire for the

dvelopment of literature in Ukrainian:

As in all fashions of clothes so in all lamguages there is
g beauty of its owm. Especially, when the sacke of the
fatherland is sweet, the fragrance of native thoughts is
sweetest. For the honor of our mation, our mother who was
slways distinguished for great scholars and produced so
luminaries, for the sake of those who love their
fatherland and know how to discover precious thoughts under
the layer of common speech, I ask your Grace to oblige me
exceedin by preparing copies of Tans'kyi or your own
iaterludial24 and sending them © me by mail to St. Peters-
: them appear in print, let our Plautus, cur
Molidre, if nothing more, add greatness to the fatherland.
For 1 myself remember some verses depictimg Easter, the
ﬂllﬁtﬁg the devil, Judas' death--all beautiful descrip-

Several years later, Ivan Kotliarevs'kyi, a petty nobleman from

123por biography of Lobysevych, see 0. Ohloblyn, Upanas e-

a
9% (1732-1805) (Munich: 1966).

':u.lfllmﬂudil or intermedia were short comic scenes staged in
'hth]. m acts of a serious play (usually in Church Slavenic

b g O Ohloblyn, Opanas Lob , pp- 81-82. Passage translated
5 W lockyy Birgeen ool and Seveesko, pp- 40-41
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est £Fv L]
poltavas wrote A LTAVESLY OF Virgil's Aeneid. e appearance of

lhﬂfi*h’i" Eneids in 1798 was an epoch-making evene 126

jharevs

so complete that
The pravesty was mp it has hardiy anything to do with the
Instead, the reader is

Kot -

ltfi 'I-'ul:tl'ﬂl’ﬂd in Prﬂdutint 4 work of genulne art istie merit,

arigine} Aeneid. Provided with hilarious adven-

story which has a readily recognizable set of characters: Zaporo-

des Most importantly, Kotlisrev-
R found the appropriate linguistic medium--based on the Poltava

ject--which was understood and appreciated by most Ukrainians.

Cossacks, landlords and their wives,

Kotliarevs'kyl was not at first aware of the importance of his
plosecring achievement. Unlike Lobysevych he had never considered the
crestion of independent literature writtem in Ukrainian. But the im-
pense success of Eneida was an indication that the Ukrainian language
kad much grester potential in art than just as a medium for comic effact,
md that there was a ready market for Ukrainian literature. This was
recognized by Kotliarevs'kyl himself, who subsequently wrote two drama-
tic vorks. One of these, Moskal'-charivnyk (1819), was still a vaude-

ville, full of slapstick; but the other, Natalka Poltavka, written in

the same year, was a tender dramatic play.

After Kotliarevs'kyi, Ukrainian literature expanded in genre
Mbject matter, the social origins of authors, and their geographical
leeation, There were the hapless imitators of Kotliarevs'kyi, such as
Parle Bilets 'kyi-Nosenko (1774-1856), a nobleman who traced his origins

s,

life and artistry of Kotliarev-
“hi}lup l:msﬂmltudrnftyu fikieray of facHa
Teeqy + KW L Kotliarevskyi (Kiev: 1955); fo
T ®dition of m.ﬂhlﬂvﬁ’. SWI —ed., Eneida (Kiev: 1968).

[N
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4ide of Mazeps, and Vasyl®' Hohol'-lanovs'kyi, the father of

o 98
; ful
L:I More successiul was the first author of non-noble (priestly)
, PetTo Hulak-Artemovs'kyl (1790-1865) who wrote fables and

qeversl cravesties. However, with Hryhoril Xvitka-Osnovianenko, the

first

the sta
These initial strides in the development of Ukrainian literature

ge of mere novelty.

yere msde in a milieu dominated by the Ukrainian ncbility. Most of the
gathors and reading public were drawn from the nobility or, rather,
petty gentry of the Hetmanate and Sloboda-Ukraine. For them, the new
ukrainian literature was not a national literature. It had intrinsic
semty and satisfied some of their aesthetic meeds, but it was still
intended as 2 peculiar local supplement to Russian literature, mot as

s suhstitute, In all other endeavors--scholarly and publicistic works--
se first Ukrainian suthors still used Russian. Moreover, the litera-
turs in Ukrainian was completely loyal to tsar and Empire and did not
reflect the traditionalists' political concerns. But the experimenta-

tion with the vernacular was of great importance. It legitimized

Ikrainian, at least in several genres, and it showed the possibilities

for further development.
It vas a serf from the Right-Bank Ukraine, Taras Shevchenko, who

drev from the various trends of the nobility's heritage and fused thea
*ith Christian Pan-Slavism and romanticiss to produce & modern Ukrainian

R
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the ’I.F’titt 'ﬂd humor of Eﬂtliﬂ“?ilkrii l.lthmgh Shevehenko
fros
,.ahrﬂi“" gotliarevs'kyi's pioneering contribution in a special poea,

(he Eternal Mesory of Kotliarevs'kyi." Shevchenko had finally
"o

y that Ukrainian literature could exist and develop as an indepen-

dent 1iterature.
{n sddition to creating an independent literature writtem in

grainian, shevchenko, for the first time, pave it a polirical content.

xthough he originated from Right-Bank Ukraine and his views were shaped
by stories of anti-Polish haidamak rebellions, Shevchenko was also in-
flueaced by the concept of the Hetmanate's historical and political
traditions, He had studied the major Cossack and Rus' chronicles in
mnuscript form and had read virtually all the major works dealing with
Wrainian history.'”" This made Shevchenko aware of Ukraine as a poli-
tical eatity separate from both Poland and Russia, which Shewvchenko
txpanded into the idea of Ukrainian national separateness. Shevchenko
tock the moralistic tone of the Hetmanate's political literature, espe-

ly M; and transformed it into an outcry of national

Mz oo 18 L. Dyra in “Taras Shevchenko i ukrains'ki 1itopysy AViI-
Miey; 3o, i5torychni pohliadi T. H. Shevchenka, ed., I. O. Hurzhii
W » PP- 61-89 convincingly demonstrates which chronicles and
. Mgy, ;. JUTCeS were studied by Shevchenko. For a summary of the
Other influences that shaped Shevchenko's historical views see the
licky;“37% in Istorychni pohliady T. H. Shevchenka and G. S. N.

» FP- = ’




=342

129 In most of his ki
B istorical poems, Shevchenko contrasred

fret and glorious pasi with the bleakness and enslayement of the

oot
jnst the Peles, escapades against Tatars and Turks and the

f“.';,,ll ags

F: gprisings in the Right-Bank Ukraine, Shevchenko concentrated
ﬂ.d.l“f on three tumming points ja the Ukraine's relationships with

wili the treaty of Pereiaslav and the re.gns of Peter I and Cather-

1’ II-
For shevchenko, just as for the eighteenth-century autonomists

ol “ﬂidmu;u, the Treaty of Pereiaslav was the most significant
st in early sodern Ukrainian history. Unlike the traditiomalists,

jovever, shevchenko did mot see the treaty as a guarantee of Ukrainian
but as a most tragic mistake:

Ber unhappy fortune,
mother's tear

ind singing, wept 3
out for freedoal...

Bohdan, u-:r little Bohdan!

Hsd I known, in the cradle

1'd have choked you, in my sleep

1'd have overlain you.

Now my steppes have all been sold,. .-
My brother, Dnipro, now runs dry

And is deserting me.

fnd my dear graves the Muscovite

L] - - = o = I T 1&1 lﬁz “" n
Rsov', (Kharkiv '5?‘“’ }:},—u. Ppgna:u pp. 57-58. 0-




s plundering utterly. "’ ‘

51.11“”' he cofidemned both Peter | and Catherine 11 ¢ "
or having

#“ﬂlﬂd ykrainian autonomy. This theme was reiterated in several

 gost notably, VELYkyd 1'okh (The Great Vault) and son (mme

k
m-nll}. In Son, Shevchenko mused on Peter [' Statue which was com-

ﬂﬂi#‘l by [,',It]'l!‘l.‘iﬂﬂ I1. His reaction wWas quite different from Push
gh-

s bronze horseman, for it reminded Shevchenko not of greatness but

- enslavenent of his country and the death in a St. Petersburg dun-

geon of Acting Hetman Polubotok. Shevchenko took the latter story from
g_sg;i_i.!.:.--—"’““ and without even mentioning Polubotok's name skillfully

w;?urltﬂd it into his poem:

-“i.fbrgndmtnthnrn:t
indeed

Tacic,

cond to the First" erected
ence | seel

It is that First who crucified

Our poor Ukraine,

and the Second gave the death-stroke

£
Ll o - X

Executioners, cannibals!

They ate their fill, that pair

Stole to their hearts' content! And what
With them did they bear

To the next world? My heart grew heavy,
, a5 if I were reading

history of Ukraine, I stand there
Stock-still, without moving.

Ad meanwhile softly, very softly
Semething unseen and grieving,

Invisible was signing there:

From the city, out from Hlukhiv,

Went the regiments

¥ith their spades to man the garthworks.
Aed 1, to0, was sent

)

e .

130era Rich, translator; Song Out of Daritecy ;T;dugr:;:::ﬂ“
%m; 1961), p. 21. From e
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a capital as proxy
T’t..n to command
cn!:':k tTOOpS. 0 God of Hl‘t}fl
thou evil tsarl
rsed tsar, insatiate,
::::Miwg serpent, uh;t
Have YO done, then, with the Cossacks?
You have filled the swamps
with their noble bones! And then
puilt the capital
on their tortured corpses, and
In & dark dungeon cell
You slew me, too, me, a free Hetman
in chains, with hunger matyred!.. 131

Shevchenko was not a product of the mobility's tradition but
cather drev upon it and combined it with a strong sense of social justice
uod ethical morms and, thus, produced a revolutionary message--Ukrain-
jans of all social classes make up one nation which is politically,
culturally, and, for the vast majority, socially oppressed. He pleaded
that all his countrymen would ask themselves the question:

¥ho are we? Whose sons? Of what sires?
By whom and why enchained?

And then, indeed, you'll see for what
Ate your Bruti famed!...

Come, my brothers, and embrace

Each your humblest brother,

Make our mother smile again 132

Qur poor, tear-stained mother!

The ground for this revolutionary message had been unwittingly
prepared by the literary, political, and historical works writtem by
the nobles of the Hetmanate. These not only had a major impact on
Shevchenko but on many writers and political thinkers, especially
Shevchenko's compatriots in the Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood (1845-

b

—

mM-. p- 36.

' Sy ' low-CountTymen,
id., pp. 77-78, 80. From the poem To My Fellow .
hhﬂ‘“ Hﬁfpin Ukraine, Living, Dead and As Yet Unborm.
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30 first modern political organization. One of the founders

M
i '
e lﬂthﬂh“d' Vasyl Bilgers'kyi--a nobleman from Chemihiv pro=

grated convincingly the influence of the nobility's

following note:
paritss® fa £he
Ukraine, a country which through bitter suff
Hf;':mt of truth has carned everlasting uun,f ::in:s
1!:_‘ perself in terrible circumstances. Annexed [to Russia]
the basis of her own laws, she is suffering a great injus-
Cice. Her rights are forgottea, and now, not as a sister
‘-ﬂ_ of the same faith but as a slave, she sust endure the
post grievous lot of all peoples. Her fate and her future
sre on the scale of God. But if the present conditions com-
| for a long time, when nothing Ukrainian will be
"”‘“' , when a foreign yoke is thrown om us, when we, o God,
feel 1ike foreigners in our forefathers' land in our owm
!l'tlﬂl"dl then the Ukraine will lose her ancient national

Hﬂit.r"' H
1 podified form, Bilozers'kyi echoes the whole gamut of the Hetmanate's

political literature from Razgovor Velikorossii s Malorossiei (1762)

to Isteriia Rusov (1802-1805)~-~the love of fatherland, the martyrdom
of the pation, the resignation of the defeated.
The Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood, however, had a resolution
to the Ukraine’s suffering. It proposed the creation of a federated
Pa-Slavic state with the Ukraine as its "commerstomne," the liberatiom
of all serfs, and the mass education of the populace conducted in Ukrain-

ian, 134 This program went far beyond the philesophical and political

_—

i m’ Zalonchkovskii, Kirillo-Mefodievskoe obshchestve (Moscow:
; n !.I*'- . I:ﬂnp transiated by G. 5. N. Lucky), Between Gogol'
- p. 180.

AR ‘”ﬁ- Vormiak Psevdo-Konys"kyi i Psevdo-Foletyka "Istoriia
e ——iteraturi i nautsi) (L'viv: 1939), pp- 11!-:159; M. Drahomanov,
TP e : 1 sotsializa (L'viv: 1906), pp. 57-58. 0.
on to Pstoriia Rusiv, p. xv. M. Yorniak, Kyrylo-
tvo (L'viv: 1929); B. Yanivs'kyi [V. Mijakovs'kyi -
ov's "Book of Genesis of the Ukrainian People” (New
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of ;nditiﬂnlli-‘tL It was shaped by Polish révolutionary

"ﬂ__ﬁpﬂ:illlr Adam Mick iewicz's

e
1skiego (Boocks of th
3 tva ® Polish People and the Polish

- pgrisage)s ™€ Ctech national revival (1. Kollay, V. Henka, ». J,
=x), the French socialists (Saint Simon, Louis Blanc, Fourier),

» Ksiggi narodu polskiego §

dumy collected
- gaculty and students of Kharkiv University) and literary romanti-

(thnofraphic research (especially the folksongs and

L

cist.
ps 2nd different regions of the Ukraine. For example, Vasyl®

Moreover, the Brotherhood included members from various secial

siloters'kyl and Opanas Markovych were nobles from the Hetmanate : the
sriter Panteleimon Kulish was a Cossack from the Hetmanate, the his-
torian Mykola Kostomarov, whose mother was a Ukrainian peasant and
father was a Russian nobleman, came from Sloboda-Ukraine, and Shevchenke
vis an ex-serf from the Right-Bank. Cutting across regional and social
wrriers, the Brotherhood formulated a modern matiomal program based
o the principle of ethnicity. Yet, the concept of the Ukraine as a
separate political and cultural emtity had been prepared by the politi-
©l literature and the Ukrainian literary experimentations of the nobil-
ity

In addition to the influence of the nobility's collective heri-
tge on Ukrainian national development, individual meble families from
-"ﬁ-—m continued to play an important direct role in Ukrainian
m‘l: scholarly and cultural life. Vasyl' Bilozers'kyi and Opanas
*ertorych vere among the founders of the Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood.
M. the major nineteenth-century Ukrainian political
Hlaker, influenced a whole generation of Ukrainians, including Ivan
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hed
' ool who publishe the first Ukrainian bnigré newsrsper in

e descendent of a noble famlly frog the H-e-umnnlﬂ I

“"ﬂlﬂ'
= e
. Lesis Ukrainka, recognized after Shevchenko and Franko as the

vg greatest vriter, was really nased Larysa Kosach and originated
grom the poble family of Kosach-Drahomsnov. 1>°

shile in relation to other social groups ealy a small nusber of

gt

| Dleksandra Bilozer's'ka, a noblewoman, became the firse

sn womadl wWriter under the Pseudonym Hanna Barvinok.

hles from the former Hetmanate were active creators of Ukrainian
jiterature. political thought and scholarship, many more supported such
@deavors financially. In the nineteenth century there was hardly a
rainisn scholarly institution or a significant publication which was
ot subsidized by a mobleman from the Hetmanate. The first editioa of

Sevchenko' s M“’ published at the expenses of P. Martos, a wealthy
sblesan from the Poltava regionm. A% Vasyl' Bilozers'kyi published the
first Ukrainian scholarly journal, Osmova (1861-1862).°°% The most

proninent of such journals in Russian Ukraine, Kicvskaia Starina (1882-

Iﬁlﬂﬂ-rr Doroshenko, "The Life of Mykhayle Drahomanow,™

W; A %i’.‘l and Selected Writings (Vel. II, Ne. 1
; New Y 2 19 s p- B-

1365 1though Lesia Ukrainka spent her childhood in Vohlynia her

Eiﬂd from the Hetmanate, see C. Bida, "Life and Mork,"
: Ukrainka (Toromto: 1968).

1%, 5. W. Luckyj, Between..., p- 5.

% DB8nless otherwise noted, all examples of mobles participating
ﬁ!hl.l as funding, Ukrainian political, scholarly, educational,
g T are Froa 0. Pritsak's "U stolittia narodyn M.

" Lysty do Pryiateliv, Bks. 5-6-7, Nos. 157-158-159 (1966),



SRS

'HI"
sidized through ¢
B Sh Eh the quarter century of itg éxistence by
from the Hetmana
4 a0 te, Oleksander Lashkevych ang Vasy1®

! Tarnov-
gk (as well as Dy an ex-peasant industrig)jg, Vasyl?

Symserenko) .

The nobility's contribution to Ukrainian scholarship, both as
ﬂl"‘ﬂ'“ and philanthropists, was great. Two institutions which
formed the basis for the documentary historica) school of V. Antonovych
god M- srushevs 'kyl, the Temporary Comission for the Study of Ancient
pocuments and the Southwestern Section of the I=perial Geographical
gociety, WeTo founded through the efforts and philanthropy of two noble-
gen from the Hetmanate, Mykhailo Sudienko and Mryhorii Malahan.
jronically, the populist historian par excellance, 0. Lazarevs'kyi, who
sdicated his entire life to the study of the Hetmanate and the con-
desnation of its mobility, was an independently wealthy nohlesman and a
gescendant of the Hetmanate's starshyma. The most far-reaching contri-
pation to Ukrainian scholarship was probably made by Elyzaveta Skoro-
peds'ka-Myloradovych, who traced her origins to a most distinguished
fanily in the Hetmanate. ©She, with various industrialists who were mot
scbles funded the Shevchenko z:.;nnun: Society in Galicia. The Society
m!lllr circumvented the Ems ukaz--which forbade all publications
i Dkraini i in its sanctuary in Austria-Hungary firmly established
Wrainian scholarship written in Ukrainian.

WMile the traditions of the nobility can hardly be credited with
sarking & modern Ukrainian consciousness, they did, mevertheless pro-
Yids the basis for the development of a national movesent. The RaA-

ftr's politiesl and historical traditions and their experimentation with

povement a starting peint.
'-Hhrﬁr-:l-lu literature gave the Al
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.11. m]]‘ a Flﬂ of the nﬂhilitr becane its active proponents, a
ot !

giond
| uw ﬂ'l-ﬂ

£ the nobles continued to feel a strong attachment to the Ukraine.

me fi€
petmins pavlo Skoropads'kyl was declared Hetman of the Ukraine and was

rted by part of the conservative landed gentry testifies to the

arger part financially supported various scholarly, cultural, and
| endeavors which made the national movement possible

y did not necessarily join the new national movement, many

¢ that in 1918, some 154 years after the resignation of the last

e traditions of the Hetmanate among the nobility.

.mﬂ““f‘h

4. The End of Autonomy and the Other Strata of Ukrainiam Society.

Imperial :h::qrﬂ-:!.m of the other strata of Ukrainian society
proceeded quietly, with relatively few polemics and little oppositionm.
mis was to be expected since the Cossacks, burghers, clergy, and pea-
sntry constituted more politically passive elesents of Ukrainian soc-
jety. They identified less with the traditicns of an autonomous Het-
mnste and were unable to exert any significant political influence.
To be sure, the Cossacks and burghers still remcmbered their guaranteed

privileges; but these, if mentioned at all, were used primarily to
buttress their group's social position, rather than to voice displeasure
vith the abolition of autonomy.

Despite the lack of opposition, integration of these social

Pops {nto corresponding imperial strata was mot immediate. The same
jes continued to exist, irre-

the Ukrainian

sclal gfoups that had existed for centur
estive of any imperial standardizationm. Gradually,
“elal structure was brought into conformity with the imperial pat

term.
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in the short run, the imperial authorities were forced to make
-:' sces for local peculiarities.
sl

of a1l the social groups, the position of the Cossicks was the
post gubiguous - No comparable group existed in the central lands of
ehe gspires 5° even & determination of who belonged to the Cossack class
, gifficult task. Those who had some claim to Cossack status but
'ﬂ registered in 1782 as peasants were automaticslly emserfed. Many
cossacks especially those in the category of Cossack-helpers, were
-F-l:lﬂ!' and for tax purposes indistinguishable from peasants, and
their claims toO Cossack status were highly dubious. Landowners, more-
| over, would, at times, treat even recognized Cossacks zs their sub-
jects. The boundary between peasant and Cossack was murky yet vital,
for now it separated the free man from the serf.
Isperial legalization of serfdom resulted in a sharp increase
i the nusber of "seckers of Cossackdoa." In dealing with this problea,
the isperial authorities had to consider the demands of the landlords,
dile at the same time forestalling any large-scale social unrest. On
the vhole, the authorities attempted to register the number of Cossacks

sccurately, and dubious cases, when not contested by a landlord, were

pmenally decided in favor of the applicants. The best evidence for

139
tis is the census of 1782, which lists 428,442 male Cossacks. Since

11264 there were 176,886 rank and file Cossacks and 198,296 Cossack
h"“-M' it is cbvious that most of the Cossack helpers--whose claims

e
Gy Storozhenko, "K istorii malorossiisk
-‘.".IMI rl lss--

;::‘.Mﬂ. p- 85.

ikh kﬂlll.ﬁ‘h.”" :_s_t_'l



-351-

o H_H“.rur have to be recognized-

- =were included in the “Cossack™

- Ty » Yet many whose claims were questionable and whose landlords

. ?'“rf“l were registered as Peasants,

The reglstration of Cossack claimants gs peasants led to a major

14
civil disturbance in the village of Turbaiy, !4l The status of the vil-

vas disputed from the beginning of the eighteenth century, In

;785 all the villagers were registered as serfs of the local owmer,

m“"'flri family. The villagers,

the
however, refused to perform any

serf obligations and through intermediaries continued to petition the
ssmate for & reclassification of their status. These efforts proved

¢p be successful, and in 1788 the Senate decided that 76 individuals
registered as Cossacks in 1738 and their descendants could not be con-
sidered as serfs. The local suthorities, under the influence of the
Bazylevs'kyis, were slow in implementing the order and demanded that
the villagers provide additional evidence of their 1738 Cossack registra-
tion. When the procedures bogged down and the villagers were unable to
chtain their freedom, they revolted. The rebels stormed the landlord's
mnsion and killed three members of the Bazylevs'kyl family. They ea-
pelled all local authorities and took over Turbaiv and several nearby
villages.

The imperial suthorities immediately surrounded the rebels but

' 181qme Turbaiv revelt has been the subject of several studies:
L Efinenko, *Turbaevskaia katastrofa," KSt., No. 3 (1891), pp. 373-401;
"-"*lnm, ed., Povstannia selian v seli Turbaiakh 1789-1793 rr.

¥: 1932); K. Huslystyl, Turbaivs'ke povstannia (kiev: 1947);
l“hﬂ.ﬂ., Hﬂ’ll;.l:nh “E::i-,- mﬁm%ﬁ] (Kiev: 1950).
Soviey mt?mtw—jmm psasants and
SSWts participated in the revolt but it was sparked by the question

Status,




-3514

sot have sufficient strength to attack them., The international
id

gheost!

on was rather uncertain, and the imperial authorities did not
provoke 8 major uprising. Instead of dispatching additional
ro0p$ %0 Turbaiv, the government sent a representative who worked out
lﬂﬂrﬂlﬂ which proved to be short-lived. The villagers refused to
rrender anY additional suspects involved in the Bazylevs'kyi murders,
or vould they give up the Bazylevs'kyis' valuables and records. In
1793 regular troops and Don Cossacks were brought to Turbaiv and the
[i11agers were forced to surrender., Turbaiv had defied the government
for four years, and the imperial authorities decided to make it an
example. Stiff penalties were meted out to the villagers. Fifteen were
tortured to death in prison; thirteen were physically mutilated and
seotenced to a lifetime of hard labor in Tobolsk; 155 were subjected
to bestings; and 2,300 villagers were resettled in Tauridia and beyond
the Dniester River. e

After the suppression of the Turbaiv uprising, the government
treated the “seckers of Cossackdos™ with more circumspection. It wanted
seither to spark more unrest by denying just claims nor, on the other
hand, to encourage any en masse petitions. This delicate balance was
broken at the beginning of the nincteenth century. During the reign
of Paul, the Ukrainian judicial system was partially restored, thereby
strengthening claims based on the Lithuanian Statute (never abolished
® an acting code). In accordance with imperial law there was a statute
f Mnitation on initiating such cases as the recognition of Cossack
"44s; the Lithuanian Statute, however, contained no such provision.

e —

Ry Huslystyi, Turbaivs'ke..., pp. 25-29.
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o \803, the Senate confirmed that in accordance with local law
In
.U;rl“' py this decision, Governor A. B. Kurakin reported that, “whole

ll"’ have pctitiuntd for the restitution of their Cossack status

Cossackdon” were not subject to the statute of limitation 1

» - have expressed the opinion that having petitioned the govern-

gent, thEY P
he Senate acted immediately and issued clear imstructions about

o longer have to obey the lmdlnﬂ_ﬂlil

w.",“ﬂ of Cossackdom.” According to a December 1803 decree eli-

Ijj.lll
{782 they wWere rank-and-file Cossacks (Cossack-helpers were now con-

ty for registration was limited to those who could prove that in

sidered as pﬂsmu.lﬁ Thus, only those who for some reason lost
their Cossack status after the sboliton of autonomy could attempt to
reprin it. This simplified the procedure and greatly reduced the nusber
of possible applicants. Now onmly 2 limited number of individuals could
jecome Cossacks and for all practical purpeses, the Cossack estate was
closed.

Although the imperial authorities had settled the question of
vio belonged to the Cossack estate, they had much greater difficulty
In determining the Cossacks' role in the imperial order. Traditionally,
the Cossacks functioned as irregular troops who protected borderlands.
The Hetmanate, however, was no longer a borderland but part of the
#itled interior of the Empire. Thus, large numbers of irregular troops
bd lirele military value and posed the danger of social upheaval.

.

Yo, ¢ M- Storozhenko, "K istorii malorossiiskikh kezakov...,” IZE-»

(1897), p. 462,

g4, 14S1pid., pp. 463-464.
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ﬂr‘l”’ﬂ of the Cossacks into a non-amjilitary imperial structure was
ot

py the lack of a corresponding imperial social group. In most
- gapire, rural soclety consisted of lord, serf, and state peasant.
of
“ﬂnﬂ""“ from this pattem only created difficulties and confusion,

ol were o be
pne step that the government did take toward lll!"‘"iiliﬂg the Cos-

avoided whenever possible,

jack problem was to encourage emigration to border areas where the
cossacks could still fulfill their traditional role. A June 28, 1803
socte permitted the Cossacks to resettle in the South and other sparsely-
populated ﬂlim-lﬁ Spurred by the promise of land and the "Cossack
vy of life," a steady stream of settlers left the Hetmanate and joined
e Black Sea Cossack Host in the Kuban. In 1808 and 1809, the total
smber of males who migrated to the Kuban was 22,206; between 1820-
1435, it had risen to 25,627; and between 1845-1850, it was 8,500,147
fiking into account that only adult males were included in these statis-
ties, emigration in the first half of the nineteenth century was probably
mch greater--well in excess of 100,000 persons. But this was a mere
pllistive at best. While emigration probably succeeded in relocating
some of the more adventuresome, dissatisfied, and land-hungry Cossacks,
It failed to deal with the majority who had remained in the Chernihiv
d Poltava provinces.

From the time of the abolition of autonomy until the 1830's,

hw government vacillated in its aims and policies towards the

——

"____m No. 20,823 (Jume 28, 1803), Vol. XXVII, p. 714.

: al " g5t., No.
1 n"‘l F, Shcherbyna, "Kolonizatsiia Kubanskoi oblasti,"” k5t.,
S ! n‘ m_HS.
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’_..cti of the Hetmanate. On the ong hi.l'l.d. the government wanted to
(o®
suce the nunber of Cossacks and convert them into docile state pea-

on the other hand, there was an attitude that any further weak-

"l.l-'l'
’1“ ﬂf th" Epill.ﬂk esState was prémature bEEI.USu the ':Url!li:.'l:!’ "martial
,'iﬂ‘" could still be of use to the Empire. Furthersore, there were

t clashes between the central and local ddministrations as to

w&lﬂl?ﬂl‘lﬂ' The local authorities usually defended the remaining
cossack Tights and advanced or supported various schemes to re-establish
(ossack military units. The central adainistration, on the other hand,
Jften stTOVE to curtail Cossack rights and was cautious about the forma-
sion of Cossack military units.

The Cossacks retained their right to own land and to the unre-

stricted sale of alcoholic hﬂ'ﬂn[u."l With the Napoleonic invasion

149

ad the re-establishoent of fiftcen Cossack regiments, the position

of the Cossacks improved considerably. Since the Cossacks supplied the
mnpower and provided for the upkeep of the fifteen regiments, they were
exespted from the draft and various taxes.*® But in August 1818, the

Cossacks were again subjected to the regular army draft and in December

151

1819 their tax exemption was terminated. By the 1820's the Cossacks'

148 right to produce and sell alcoholic beverages was recon-
fireed in 1791 and in 18]11. PSZ, No. 16,981 (August 7, 1791), Vol.
XL, pp. 246-247; No. 24,832 (October 26, 1811), Vol. XXXI, pp. 880-

k”ﬂr the 1812 mobilization, see above.

0y Storozherko, "K istorii malorossiiskikh kozakov...," K5t.,
(1897), pp. 470-480.

1S1psy 1. XXXV, p. 544; No.
h- 11 .5“‘5 {mwt 25 5 181 B} ¥ “ﬂ " " ¥
B.0 (Décenber 10, 1819), Vol. XXXVI, p. 410.

Ko, §
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p‘“iﬂ deteriorated even further, for even their right to own

£ yas quest foned.

pespite 2 Senate confirmation of 1803, in the 1820's the

e of Finance challenged the Cossacks full ownership of their
od. TH matter was submitted to the State Council which ruled

o April 14, 1823 that the Cossacks' land was owned personally,

o vas the land of the nobility, and that Cossack landownership

psd pothing in common with the land tenure of the state ptumts.lsz

pis decision was disputed by the Finance Minister, Graf Dmitrii
Meksandrovich Gur'ev, who argued that the Cossack lands were
eriginally common or state lands. As evidence, Gur'ev pointed to
past laws prohibiting Cossacks from selling lands, and to the fact
tat Cossacks, like state peasants, had to pay an obrok. Thus,
mpued Gur'ev, the Finance Ministry should assume full control over
Cossack lands. !>

s ——

152gratkaia 2apiska o malorossiiskikh kozakakh,” ChOIDR
.11 (1864), p. 114. "

m%“'l views were summarized and refuted in Governmor-
“ml'l official memorandum to the Senate, "Kratkaia-
© malorossiiskikh kozakakh,” pp. 85-135.
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' fforts were block s
gur'ev's e ocked by the champion of Cossack

Agts’ the Little Russian Governor-General, Prince Nikolai Gri.

154

gorevich Repnin. In & memorandua to the Senate, Repnin pre-

gented 3 comprehensive history of Cossack rights and refuted a1
of qur'ev's charges. The Government-Gemeral indicated that the
cossacks had always owned their land and that the obrok they paid
Lere state taxes, mot rent for the use of state lands. Repnin

. ﬂ"’-"“ further that past prohibitions against the sale of

tossack land was emacted in order to prevent Cossack impoverish-
mnt, especially, from sales forced by the starshyna. While argu-

ing that a class of free farmers would greatly benefit the Empire,

Rkepnin pleaded that all restrictions on Cossack landholdings, mo-

blity, and rights to trade and industry be lifted.
The Polish uprising of 1830 gave Governor-General Repnin the

wtr to demonstrate the Cossacks' continued military utility to

e

- 1 smntheti: to
was noted as a liberal governmor-generd
M-'I- autonomy and was even charged with :utmut ing "Ukrainian
] L]
See

Doroshenko, ﬂ. Yol. II, P-



) the campaign against the p
#lwlﬂ. As E oles faltered, Repnin sug-

el

pored® *
rds the Poles, their loyal :

't_iF.thr towa Yality to tsar and E‘plnl a2nd theirp

‘1111:!' to mobilize quickly as chief Considerations for such a move, '*°

. cholas, annoyed by the incompetence of his military

= gkrainian Cossack units be Teactivated as jn 1813 In a

o Tsar Nicholas, the Governor-Genera) cited the Cossacks®

staff,

i:’d the cﬂ’ll& mobilizar ::- Eiﬂ’lt tﬂ-ji‘ct :I“IIT' ﬁﬂ-ﬂt!

of 1200 men UK REPE: I Again the Ukrainian nobles contri-
wor toward the arming of the regiments. But by the time the Cossacks
yere ready for the campaign, the Polish uprising was crushed and the
ssack wnits, no longer needed, were disbanded.

Heving proved the Cossacks' loyalty and continued utility, Gov-
emor-General Repnin now pressed for some fundamental review of the
(essacks’ status. He proposed to Tsar Nicholas that Cossacks should
ptum to their "former military status."'>’ He prepared a project which
wuld not only re-establish Cossack military formations but permit =
lixited form of Cossack self-government. In subsequent letters to the
lsar, Repnin attempted to gain support for his project by extolling the
(ssacks' service over centuries for "the faith, tsar and Rus* 158

lsﬁrm“.m;l Repnin's 1831 memorandum to Tsar Nicholas
™ Pblished in ChOIDR, Bk. I (1863), pp. 176-177.

g 8 Pavlovskii, "Malorossiiskie kozach'i polki v bor'be s
iy ¥ 1831 g.," Trudy Poltavskoi rnskoi uchenoi arkhivmoi
- Yol wip umfmrmt‘m

;u_mfr&hil memorandum was published in ChOIDR, Bk. I (1863), pp.

iq(“ 158y, Storozhenko, "K jstorii malorossiiskikh kozakov...," KSt..
" i : P 1:.-
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xjcnolas forwarded Repnin's plans to 4 Special committee which was
blem,
 stoly the Cossack problem. On April 13, 1832, the Committee reported

¢ "the division of the Empire into independent parts, or more cor-

etly stated, into a federal union of provinces which have their own
HghtSs eannot be reconciled with the preservation of the unity and
gt of the Empire, under the benevolent rule of autocracy,n!59
phile the reinstitution of Cossack autonomy was unfeasible, Tsar
yicholass pleased with the performance of the Cossacks, was willing to
gake 508 socio-economic concessions. Om June 25, 1832 he issued a
ecree dealing with Cossack lands, taxes, and n.-:ruiu.lm The Cossack
jnds were to be held in perpetuity by the Cossacks and their descendants.
this seant that Cossacks could sell their property only to other Cos-
sacks. However, they were permitted to buy estates from nobles and
pmochintsi and this land could be sold to whomever they pleased. The

wkaz also guaranteed a number of local judicial practices and the Cos-

sack right to sell spirits. The tax it imposed on the Cossacks was
sproxisately equal to that of the state peasants (except for land rents),
Wereas the draft quota was set at five per thousand, with service
linited to a period of fifteen years.

Prince Repnin, however, believed that these measures were insuf-
ficient ang repeatedly petitioned for the creation of a separate depart-
™t for Cossack affairs. His efforts were successful: on January 17,

h"‘h____
u’@;i_!_.. p- 128,

Biyg, 255, Second Series, No. 5,458 (July 25, 1832), Vol. VIL, pp-
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, ndef Economic Department for Little Russian Cossacks (Glavnaia

e _
_!tvtnnlil kontora dlia malorossiiskikh kozakov) was created 16

s

Fplﬂﬂi the disposition of all Cossack landholdings
It

ﬂmﬂtﬂln

o some of the Department's officials, Thus, a special bureaucracy

s 0
jstration controlled by the nobility. But the Department survived

+ tazation,

and emigration. At the local level, the Cossacks could even
have Fﬁ:ectml the Cossacks from abuse by landlords and the local

ly & short time. Scon after the establishment of the Ministry of

suate properties (Ministerstvo Gosudarstvennykh Imushchestv) in 1837,
= Cossacks were placed under its jurisdiction and remained under its
gthority until the 15@'5-1&2
Neither the meager concessions granted by Nicholas nor the admin-
jstrative reshuffling could slow the economic decline being experienced
by the Cossacks. The decline was due to two interlocking problems:
m increase in population and shrinking Cossack landholdings. Despite
constant emigration, the Cossack population of Chernihiv and Poltava
province was steadily increasing. Census figures record 428,442 males
in 1782; 450,365 in 1819; 533,778 in 1837-39; 549,198 in 1851; and

535,989 in 1860.1%> Landholdings, however, did not increase, so the

—

- m‘:lm, Second Series, No. 6,727 (January 17, 1834), Vol. IX,

Il-tﬂrichnhm obozrenie piatidesiatiletnei dei deiatel'nosti

Wﬁ l'“t"ﬁﬂslﬂaﬂtvenn_v_th Tmushchestv 1837-1887, Pt. 11 (St. Peters-
» P

‘ﬂiﬁ%u 1782 fimn appears in N. Storozhenko, "K istorii malo-
s frog vess” KSt., No. 4 (1897), p. 155. The 1819 figure

‘ﬂlﬁih&'m‘ﬁlm Repnin's report “I:raﬂ:au zapiska o malo-
P- l:!l. T:e Iﬁ?-lﬂlﬂgura is from Istoricheskoe
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59 eT® forced to subdivide their land into smaller and smaller
Many Cossacks were left with no land whatsoever: in 1839 when

$e
f':""‘“h cape under the jurisdiction of the Ministry, 39,000 faasi-
s 05, 164

e estates of
the Don, the Caucuses, and the Crimea.

000 male Cossacks) were landless. The latter went to work

nobles or other Cossacks and many emigrated to New

.ﬂ.li‘r
The transfer of jurisdiction over the Cossacks to the Ministry

of State properties did, however, have one lasting effect. It ended

a1 qest

we privilege
jurisdiction of an agency intended primarily for state peasants. To

jons as to Cossack status. Although the Cossacks retained all
s obtained in 1832 and 1834, they were still under the

the imperial authorities the Cossacks were nothing more than a special

proup of state peasants. This attitude was not new, for it had been

pronounced in a Senate ukaz as early as 1803.'%% But the formation of

Cossack regiments in 1812 and in 1831, as well as Governor-General

Repnin's espousal of the Cossacks' cause put their status in doubt.
May plan to revitalize the Cossacks as free warriors of old-Ukraine was

%&lﬁ%ﬂlmni deiatel'nosti Ministerstva Gosudarstvennykh
7, Pt. 11, p. 18. Finally, both the 1851 and 1860
W_Tuﬁi‘ﬁ&' Materialy dlia staristiki Rossii, Sﬂhlﬂﬁzg po
Yedomstvu Ministerstva udarstvennykh imushchestv. Vol. t.
Ftersburg:  1861), pp. 186-189.

164y, p. Teplyts'kyi, Reforsa 1861 roku i shrarni vidnosyny na
m’[ﬂnz 1959), p. 25.

'H.......-"III No. 20,823 (June 28, 1803), Vol. XXVII, pp. 712-715.




es) and the Cossacks® economic decline. Having become marginal
&

prserss the Cossacks had long since ceased to train or equip thesselves
for battle- Both in administrative supervision and in wealth the

| cogsacks hardly differed from the state peasants, wien emancipation--

wich resulted in state peasants’ Teceiving some land--this distinction
was blurred even further. Eighty years after the abolition of the

gte, the transformation of the Cossacks into peasants and their

jstegration into the imperial social structure had been accomplished.
The assimilation of the burghers proceeded much more quickly than
st of the Cossacks, and with fewer legal and administrative cosplica-
¢ins. First, there was no ambiguity in the legal and social status
of the Ukrainian burghers. Unlike the nobles or Cossacks, the burghers
obtained immediate imperial recognition of their status. Their posi-
tion was clearly defined by the 1785 Municipal Regulations and was simi-
lar to that of burghers in all other parts of the Empire.
Second, the autonomous traditions of the burghers had become

30 weak that imperial norms were introduced without encountering opposi-
tion. The symbol of town autonomy had been the Magdeburg Law, which
paramteed town self-governsent and prevented the intrusion of amy out-
tide suthority into town affairs. In reality, the Magdeburg Law and
independent city administration had never been in full force in the
Metmaste. Nevertheless, it retained great symbolic importance to the
Sitles of the oighteenth-century Hetmanate as evidenced by the burgher
Tquests st the 1767 Legislative Commission. By the 1780's, however,
e this symbolic role had been lost, except in Kiev. All other cities



!

Hﬂﬂ“ !

phile the 1785 Town Charter did not abolish the Magdeburg Law

sy other code, it did carefully redefine the structure of town

ration and justice. It created new administrative positions

’m.ilt
e procedures which were clearly in violation of those required by

e Magdeburg code. The burghers!® memory of the Magdeburg Law was so
ek, however, that, except in Kiev, this contradiction Was not even
F'al“d' It was, in fact, the imperial govermment which was to remind
the burghers of the Magdeburg Law. In 1824 the Senate overruled a case
dealing with trade in Poltava because it had been decided on the basis

of the Lithuanian Statute rather than the Magdeburg Law. The Senate
instructed the municipal courts to continue using Magdeburg Law whenever
it vas applicable., The directive could not be followed because the

courts did mot even have copies of the Magdeburg code. In consequence,
the Committee of Ministers sugpested that a nmew edition and a Russian
translation be prepared. (the Magdeburg code was available only in Ger-
mn, Latin, and Polish). The matter was passed on to Speransky, who,

in a special memorandum, indicated that the Magdeburg Law had long since
been supplanted by the Lithuanian Statute and Russian Law, and recom-
®nded the continuation of current practices..’ In 1831, the Magdeburg

e

lopges ¥ Vasilenko, "Pravo sagderburgskve,” Entsiklopedicheshis
Sr': F. A. Brokgauz i I. A. Efron, Vol. XXIV (1899), pp. 894-89.

“"‘l'h. 1 for a Russian transla-

182 ng, the proposa :

E- g hld;ﬂg;nll::.r:;i gpumsﬁy's opinion are summarized in
Ml‘h- “Pravo magdeburgskoe," PP 894-896.
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Lss officlally abolished in the Lefy.pan Ukraine, 6% [,
- 'i! rE-l-

ined 308 used in Kiev until 1334 169
t

in
- 1780"s Shafons'kyl noted that internationg] trade was conducted
rily by Greeks and other foreigners, while internal trade parti-

ctarly st falrs, was Increasingly being controlled by Russians. In 1782
oot of 1483 merchants registered in the Chernihiv PTOVince 896 were
pssians and 587 Ukrainians (exclusive of Greeks and other foreigners) 170
qufons'kyl attributed thc small percentage of Ukrainian merchants to

the lack of capital in the Hetmanate. "Ia all of Little Russia there

js not one merchant of Little Russian stock who has capital of 1,030
ﬁ“._lﬂ Even had they wished to oppose the Town Charter, the Ukrain-
im perchants possessed neither the wealth nor power to do so.

In sharp contrast to the Ukrainians, the Greek merchants of the
Hetmanate were successful in gaining exemptions from the Town Charter
provisions. In response to requests from the Nizhyn Greek Brotherhood,
Catherine issued an ukaz which continued the CGreeks' economic privileges,
txempted them from taxation snd troop quarterings, and provided for a

separate Greek magistracy and judicial system in Hi:hrn.lﬂ These

et

M% Second Series, No. 4319 (February 3, 1831}, Vol. VI, pp.

1691gsoriia Kieva (2 vols; Kiev: 1960), Vol. I, pp. 294-295; V.
ﬁﬁﬂm. "Borot'ba Kyiva za avtonomiiu,” p. Z214.

1700, Shafonskii, p. 187.
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| ;jons were made to the fewer than 500 Greek families who con-

c 173
jed trade with the Ottoman Empire, The Greeks demonstrate that

e T8 Charter could have been Successfully circumvented.
Finally, the 1785 Town Charter was Widely accepted because it

g1y sffected the largest group of town inhabitants, the burghers

B’E‘—’g' Unlike the merchants, the burghers were overwhelmingly

sinien. In Chernihiv province, for instance, out of 19,139 regis-

pered peshchane only 654 weére Russians, the rest were Ukrainians. 174

artisan
e Town Charter left the hub of town life--the/guild structure--¢ssen-

pially intact, regulating only the term of apprenticeship and placing

sose Testrictions on prices. Several studies have shown that even

after the introduction of the more elaborate Guild Regulations of 1799,

ﬁhﬂﬂn‘ﬁild structure charged only Fldulllj‘.lﬁ By the 1820's,

bowever, the/guilds became organs of state administration and thus lost

the major characteristic of the old-Ukrainian guilds: corporate self-

regulation of production quality and pPrices and control over the selec-

S —

173, Shafonskii, pp. 468-476.
M1vid., p. 187.

Spy1yp Kiymenko, Tsekhy na Ukraini (Kiev: 1929), pp. 1-120;
140-166; Kateryna I-ltlms'h "Materialy do istorii tsekhiv na Livo.
bereshni§ Ukraini XVII-XIX wv' ZIFV V] UAN, Vel. VI (1925), pp. 20-33;
l""?lll : Lazareys'ka, "l}rivs'ki tskekhy v drunii polovyni XVIII ta na

(Vo1 XIX wikuy, ™ lzév ta ioho okolytsia v istorii i pam'iatkakh
. - IXIT of k 5" naukovoho tovarystva; Kiev: 1926),
z"'-’l'l.'.Il:rl:lm:'um. Karachivs'kyi, mi_m_':_padslhcfrm' Kyivs'kykh

Belduy, " ZIEV_[V] UAN, Vol. XI (1!1?] pp. 262-286.
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= und training of future guild nﬁm”.”ﬁ
el

although there was no overt opposition to the Town Charter, it
a0t gniversally accepted. In Kiev, with it strong sutonomist

raditions, the Charter's provisions were skillfully blended with local

raditions- Magdeburg Law remained in force and the Kievan patriciate

-““uad control over government and finances, even re-instituting

, eraditional part of Kievan administration, the militis.!”? (n 1796

fev's sdministrative connection with the Hetmanate was severed, and

4t became the capital of the newly created Right-Bank province of Kiev.

since the Right-Bank Ukraine was incorporated into the Empire by the

gecond partition of Poland, the imperial authorities were somewhat

wre tolerant in regard to regiomal differences.. It was probably for

this reason that Kiev was permitted to retain pecularities in its sdmin-

f{stration longer than any of the Left-Bank cities. In fact, im 1797

sad 1802 Kiev received a re-confirmation of its ancient privi lt:t:.l"
Citing their ancient rights, the Kievans attempted to restrict

trade and manufacturing by foreigners, especially Russians and Jews.

"‘?rlni Klymenko, Tsekhy na Ukraini, pp. 160-166.

""ﬂnﬂu predstavitel'stvo prezhniage vremeni,™ KSt., No. 5
(1882), pp. 177-183; Volodymyr Shcherbyna, "Borot'ba Kyiva za avtonomiiu,"
¥ ta iobo okolytsia v istorii i pam'iatkakh (Vol. XXII of Zapysky
~—=iNs Koho tovarystva; Kiev: 1926), p. 210.

“‘"ﬂ No. 18,142 (October 16, 1797), Vel. XXIV, p. 736. The
Septeaber , 1802 ukaz confirming all privileges was mot included in
e Folnge Sobranie Zakonov. L. Matseevich in "Iz zhizni Kieva v machale
the m stoletija,” KSt., No. 11 (1896), pp. 65-67 described

“eremscnies in Kiev associated with the reception and official pro-
"Rent of the decree.




-367-

oush the city's inhabitants did everything possible ty prevent

u
7
jsh gettlement, by 1797 there were already 1,411 Jews from the Right-

in the city, and their nusber kept i.n*.:r-::nur.:‘mi;.”I‘SII Often, partici-

pank

Fﬂ"“ in Kiev's fairs served as a pretext for entry into the city;

gfter 8 %
» » permanent residents. The Kievan burghers repeatedly re-

tay of several months, many Jews were able to purchase a house

F:tﬂd the imperial authorities to remove these illegal sattlcn.lm

nally in the 1830"s, action was taken and the city's Jews were forced

_ve outside the city limits.'®!

The Jews' departure was a Pyrrhic victory, for it was accompanied

by the final abolition of municipal autonomy and the loss of the Kievan
patriciate's privileged position to other competitors--the Russians.
mtil the mid-eighteenth century, the Russians, like the Jews, were
mstricted from settling permanently in Kiev. By that time, however,
the Russians had succeeded in penetrating the clanish Kievan burgher
class by becoming assistants or even partners in established Kievan

" - . -

1791, Semenov, ed., Geo rafichesko-statisticheskii slovar’
]Eﬁj-lEES]i vﬂl- I-I. P' EIE-

Ressiiskai i?rli (S5t. Petersburg:
ally, Jews were excluded from the Russian Empire until the parti-
tion of Poland and there were few Jews in the Hetmanate.

1800ne such petition has been published. "Melochi iz arkhivov
zhdan o vyselenii iz

lugo-2apadnago kraia; khodataistvo kievskikh gra
leva evreev (1830 g)," kSt., No. 10 (1801}, pP- 12-13.

5 v L 1. Fundukled, staustighrngﬁw%w

Vols. in 4; St. Petersburg: 1855), Pt. As P 201. i e

wed on December 2, 1827 but it provided up fo t¥o yOOTs op i
$ell their property and leave the city. Thus many Jews did not

leave the city until the early 1830's.
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a graduslly, more and more Russians came to Kiev, and by the
($50'5 they were in the city in sufficient nusbers to chal lenge the

182

erol of municipal administration, The struggle between the city's

grainian and Russian factions was ultimately decided by the imperial
sothorities- In 1821, the Senate discovered that Kiev's Ukrainian ad-
4inistration had embeziled millions of rubles from the city. Investi-
gation of the scandal continued until October, 1834 when the implicated
officials were dismissed.'®® A month later, all vestiges of autonomy,
including the Magdeburg Law, were abolished.

The scandal was merely a convenient pretext for a change in im-
perial policy. Faced with the Polish uprising which had a substantial
following in the Right-Bank Ukralne, Nicholas I decided to abolish all
remants of self-governing institutions and local peculiarities.
overnor-General Bibikov pursued a policy of "assimilating this land
[Right-Bank Ukraine including Kiev, Z.K.]...with Great Russia.”'®® Thus,
the Russian faction won control of the city's administration; the next
mayor 35 well as the three following were Russian merchants. Nicholas

¥as so determined to break Kievan burgher exclusiveness that he granted

1827pe best description of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict in Kiev
s V. Prokopovych, Pid zolotoiu korohvoiu (Paris: 1943), pp. 63-72.

lu'l'hn scandal is discussed in detail by I. Kamanin, "Poslednie
ﬂ’mn?lﬁliil Kieva po Magdeburgskomu pravu," KSt., 1888, No. 5,
. 140-168; No. 8, pp. 157-195; No. 9, pp. 597-622.

14y, 1. Shcherbyna, "Narys idkol
= 1. y z istorii Kyiva, vidkoly pryednano
""’u“ "'l'lﬁ!hru'kui durzr“h:;y d:r;uchltlu svitovoi viiny i revoliutsii

P. 19 J," Novi Studii V. I. Shcherbyny 2 istorii Kyeva (Kiev: 1926),




= 369-
{al three-yeir tax exemption for any merchant or artisan of the
’,:l
g8y
clty

cnl¥
of the pewcomers were Russians who assumed complete control of
-gt

43
20 pui1ding trades (2, 1
their autonomy, the merchants and artisans becase part of an

186
who gettled in Kiev. As expected, mewcomers flocked to the
ire

y 1845, out of 6,048 masters registered in the artisan guilds

].I'Idi- h
' 187

3,059 were natives, while 2,089 had come from other cities.

848 masters, journeymen, and helpers). Hav-

inf jost

'ﬂ“ﬁclllf'h.t-r“
The Kievan struggle elicited the only known protest literature

geneous social estate of the Empire.

ganating from the burgher class of the former Hetmanate, "The Lament

189

¢he Kievans on the Loss of the Magdeburg Law." This protest was

of
long poem written in Ukrainian which had a virulently anti-Russian

it decries that the "bearded ones,” the jatsapy, are coming from
other cities and have takem over the city.

wi
Tuls, Kaluga, Dubrov and
The anonymous author ponders whether
is to leave his wife and house and flee the city.

vious city administration for having lost Ukrainian rights through
wthe Muscovite will

the native Kievan's only recourse

He condemns the pre-

corruption and gambling, and concludes that now
rule.™ .

¥ ? 1. I. . 211.
186ps1, Second Series, No. 7931 (March 8, 1835), Vo B
1871, 1. Funduklei, Pt. 1, p. 380.

cens gures 782 to 1897 did not dif-
mll::l,d. s o = s lit is necessary o rely on

,p_]'ﬂl Bﬂ.ﬂlliml
nﬂﬂﬂﬂ Ei wn:igt;::::‘:l:iﬂ as a whole guild or Prﬂfﬂﬁiﬂﬂ being
Smtrolled by one mationality.

ka rava,'
%o 18950 skorbe kievlian o potere magdeburgskago P
+ 3 (1882), pp, 352-357.

o -:_Si+-
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in the f
Eisevhere e former Hethmate, imperial integration of the

== much i
e rred BOT® quickly apd withoyt local resistance. Strong

jtions of self-govermnment did ot exyse in the cities of the Lefe.

sisilar to those in Kiev. First Cdke a large influx of Jews: while

in 1786, there was only one Jew living outside the city limits, by 1796
Jews made an unsuccessful bid to obtain the municipal monopoly in
spirits, and by 1802 Jews in Chernihiy Were numerous emough to have g

synagogue, school, and m.“_liﬂ At mid-century Jewish burghers out-

mubered Christians: 2741 Jews, 2012 Orthodox, and 7 Old-Believers. 19!
Concurrently, the Chemihiv burghers had to face g Buch smaller

bt steady influx of Russians. In 1787 and 1797 the Chernihiv duns

dealt with complaints that Russians were illegally trading within the

city.”? The conflict between Ukrainisn and Russisn burghers reached

8 climax in 181S, when Russian burghers (mostly in the building industry)

ittespted to form their own guild. In a petition to the provincial
fovernment, 151 Russian burghers Complained that they were disproportion-

e

I”ﬂ Khizhniakov, "Chernigovskaia starina (1765-1810); po ark-
Mvaya bumagam gorodskoi dumy," KSt., No. 6 (1899), pp. 373-375.

I'"l. Markevich, "Chernigov; istoricheskoe i statisticheskoe
%Pisanie Chernigova," ChGV, No. 10 (1852), p. 4.

A, Tishchins K istorii kraia: Stoletie Chernigovskoi _
Sy," WGV, No. 3 uag; 247 :: V. Khizhniakov, "Chernigovskaia starina"

.. m‘-—_ﬂ
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that o0 many B i -
seely gaxed :5;: Y Russians were being selected as conscripts
¢o the army.
Eulﬂui“‘ their financial obligations towards the city and that many

The Chernihiv duma replied that the Russians were not

yssisns being drafted were vagrants. The Chernihiv duma, however, had
no cbjections to the Russian guild as long as the guild mesbers ful-
fi1led all their mmicipal obligations. But as soon as Covernor-Ceneral
gepnin discovered the existence of an exclusively Russian guild, he
ordered its jmmediate dissolution (1818) and the registering of members
jnto guilds according to profession, not nationality. Apparently,
this was not an isolated incident since the Governor-Genmeral sent a
cireular abolishing all ethnic guilds in the Chernihiv and Poltava pro-
yinces. Thus, once again imperial authorities fostered the creation
of 3 united, but ethnically heterogeneous burgher class.

The same pattern prevailed throughout all the towns of the Het-
smate, with the exception of Nizhyn. Largely due to the presence of
the Greek Brotherhood, Nizhyn was a more cosmopolitan city than others
in the Hetmanate. At the time of the abolition, there were 163 Ukrainian,
%0 Russian, and approximately 700 Greek, Bulgarian, and Wallachian mer-
chants. The artisans were still overvhelmingly Ukrainian--4,817 Ukrain-

ims to 88 m:im.lﬂ Then Jews began arriving in the city. In

1936 whole incident is recounted in Covernor-General Repmnin's

circular abo 1ds in the Chernihiv and Poltava
lishing all ethnic gui e lovalil, “0b PR

. The circular was published by I. i
tzhenii plotnitskago tskekha russkoi porody," Trudy Poltavs'koi

Mkhivioi ommissii, Vol. VI (1909), PP 317-318.

1945, Shafonskii, pp. 475-476.




=373

the Nizhyn burghers petitioned

195
The petitions were not success ful

~ the imperial authorities to pre-

from settling in Nizhyn,
yout 6V

o B mid-century the city was even more cosmopolitan due to the addi-

b of over two thousand Jewish merchants and lﬂism:.'“’

since the Greek Brotherhood retained its privileges, Nizhyn, as
ader Ukrainian administration, had two governments and two judicial
gstens. puring the first half of the nineteenth century the two admin-
sstrations were at odds over taxation, fire-fighting, passports, and

mmerous other municipal probleas, ¥ This struggle overshadowed any

(krainian-Russian friction in the merchant and artisan guilds,

| By the middle of the nineteenth century the Ukrainian merchants
had become & minority in the territory of the former Hetmanate. Accord-
ing to the 1851 census, in Foltava province there were 1,381 Jewish
mrchants (6 in the first guild, 22 in the second, 1,353 in the third)
md 1,229 Orthodox Christians (4 in the first guild, 30 in the second,
1,095 in the third). ®® 1n the Chemihiv province Qiristisn merchants

195y, 5. Ikomnikov, publisher, "Proshenie 'grazhdon' goroda Nezh-
is 0 zapreshchenii evreiam roznichnoi torgovli,” KSt., Mo. 6 (1898),
86-89; A. Lazarevskii, publisher, "Proshenie nezhinskikh kuptsov
an ¢ vospreshchenii pol'skim i avstriiskia evreiam roznichnoi

torgovli na iarmarkakh v Malorossii 1797 g." ESt., No. 7-8
X ML, pP. 12-15.
196, Semenov, ed., rafichesko-statisticheskii slovar' Rossii-

rii, Vol. 111, p. s "Corod Nezhin," Thurmal Mimnisterstva
- del, Vol. XIII (1846), pp. 261-293.
197y kharlampovych, "Narys i 'koi koloni w
' y ¢ istorii hrets'ko on
Nithens v ZIFV [v] uan, Vol. XXIV (1929), pp. 109-20S.

: l!"t'lliﬂ'l (KBppen) , Petr, Deviataia reviziia (St. Perersburg:
..m]. PP. 184-135 » s
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pd the Jews 2,848 to 767, pye even in this case
controlled by Jews,
je WAS

.’I:rge=scalt

No Christiansg had sufficient capital for

ge first puild, while 59 Jewish merchants were 0 registersd (second

quitd 82 Qhristians €0 15 Jews; third guild 2,766 Chriseians to 693

99
Jlﬂ]‘l To these figures one must add the 900 Greeks, wal lachians,

persians and Moldavians belonging to the Greek Brotherhood who were

ot roquired €0 Join Russian merchant guilds.?® ngoreumgrery. i¢

is impossible to calculate the number of Russian merchants in the Het-
smate. Contemporary literature and some scholarly wroks indicate that
pussians and Jews dominated internal trade, especially at f:in.m] M.
fosontovich, who gathered statistical information for the military
estimated that two-thirds of the merchants of Chernihiy pProvince were
lssians and Jews and only one-third "is pade up of the native popula-
tion, the Little Russians,"202

Ukrainian artisans fared only somewhat better under the dual
pressure of incoming Russians and Jews. 1In Poltava province, Jews num-
bered about one-third of all artisans registered in the guilds (9,448

Jevs to 18,358 Christians), while in Chernihiv province the ratio was

—

199144,
00ngor0d Nezhin,"™ p. 291.

D11, aksakov, I krainskikh iarmarkakh
. » Issledovanie o torgovle na ukrains
e Petersburg: 1858, pp. 12-15, 47 and passim; O. Nikolaichuk,

;:lll 2 fammarka v period eia sushchestvovaniia v g Romnakh," Trudy
kol Arkhivnoi Kommissii, Vol. II1 (1906), pp. 54-59.

2, Domontovich, Materialy dlia rafii i statistiki Rossii;
%M (St. Petersburg: 1865), p. 156.
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#ﬂ;lﬂt*” one-fifth (12,378 Jews to 47,955 Christians) _:ﬂl Unfor-

jnce the statistics did not di fferentiate between Ukrainians

Mﬁlrl s

"wlllﬂl-
tion into artisan guilds. 'Ju-dliﬂi h:r the st

"trl Tuggle in Kiev and

oernih

wilding trades.
The long-term effect of the introduction of the Town Charter was

it is impossible to even estimate the extent of Russian

jv, the number must have been substantial, especially in the

1o integrate the Ukrainian merchants and artisans into an ethnically

gixed imperial burgher <lass. This, more than any other factor, broke

the burghers® ties with the Hetmanate's past. The Ukrainian town
gssumed 3 more and more ethnically heterogeneous and linguistically
pussian character. Russian was not only the language of trade and in-
dustry but also of government. The numerous imperial officials who
flocked to the provincial and district capitals added to the towns’
hussification.

Isperial integration of the Hetmanate brought about the Russifi-
cation of another social group, the clergy. In the nineteenth century,
the clergy became a separate closed social group nusbering 8,073 in
Peltava province and 7,097 in Chernihiv province.’” Up to this time,
it had been possible for a nobleman, Cossack, or even peasant to become

t priest or monk,2%° for the clerical status had been considered a

My W

"%n-. pp. 186-187. 2041bid., p. 209.

205\, Lazarevskii, “Ocherki iz byta Malorossii XVIII veka; I.
M" dukhovenstvo, 11 Monakhi," Russkii_arkhiv, no vol. given
P":“‘ Pp. 1884-1005; E. M. Kryzhanovskii, "Ocherxi byta iuzhno-russ-

Sochinenii E. M.

sel'skago dukhovenstva v XVIII v.," Sobranie
Mﬂ (Kiev: 1890), Vol. I, pp. 391-439. R
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gion, @ profession, and not a separate social category or estate.

ot e jatroduction of the poll tax, state regulation of the nusber

1
'!d.ﬂﬂ, and compulsory seminary education contributed to the clergy's

peconing s closed caste. Since persons liable to the poll tax and the
inft could mot be accepted into the clergy,?% the candidates for the
seiesthood had to belong to the two estates exempted from the poll tax:
#.uhilitl' and clergy. OChurch service carried little social prestige
o financial rewvard, and, therefore, was unattractive to the nobility.
wﬂu’nﬂml“f training further narrowed the possibility of any
satsider entering the priesthood, since the seminaries in practice

207

' secepted only sons of priests. Finally, the state strictly regu-

lsted the nusber of priests and monks for each parish. Competition was
teen, for only those who held officially recognized positions were
aespted from the poll tax. Clerical families made certain that no

yseancy in the eparchy would go to 2 stranger if there were any appli-

cant from among the sons of the local clerﬂ.in!

2061, the 1770's and 80's, the Senate and the Synod demanded the
exclusion from the clergy of anyone listed on the poll tax. See Gregory
L. Freeze, "Social Mobility and the Russian Parish Clergy in the
Egmum Century," Slavic Review, Vol. XXXIII, No. 4 (1974), pp. 655-

2071n the former Hetmanate this policy had been initiated by

¥etropolitan Samuil Myslavs'kyi-- see F. Rhozhestvenskii, "Samuil Mis-
lavskii, ., No, 4 (1877), p. 31--and was continued by Metropolitan
Gevrii] Banulesko-Bondoni. See "Kievskii mitropolit Gavriil Banulesko-

Yndoni (1799-1803) 2 M; Kievskoi Dukhovnoi Akademii, No. 10 (1904),
P. 274, The restriction of seminary applicants to soms of clergy had
fparently become common throughout the Empire. See G. Freeze, p. 653.

the M%@litm Bondini made an unsuccessful attempt 10 TeVerse
$ of priestly families' controlling appointments TO certai:

(1904) 5. See "Kieyskii mitropolit Cavriil Bonulesko-Bondini," No.
» PP. 105-108.

-
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By the nineteenth century, therefore, it had become Impossible
e the commnity to elect as priest a local resident, who would then
eceive some theological training and be ordained. Nor could a commun-
. snvite 2 foreign priest, ordained in Moldavia or the Ottoman Empire,
47 even one from another part of the Russian Empire. Those few communi-
e which attempted to continue the tradition of elections were in

mited in choice to one of the sons of the former local

F‘tiu 1i
priest.

Surprisingly, the strong local roots of the clergy did not pre-
yent their Russification. Having become a class apart, they studied
in Russian, wrote to each other in Russian, spoke Russian in the home,

o4 even preached village sermons in Russian.2%?
s perceptive capsule description of the nineteenth-century Ukrainian

pirish clergy:
The right of the village communities to elect their clergy
had been abolished. More educated people were assigned to
the parishes but were foreign to the community and were un-
willing to have much to do with it. Having gone through a
Russified school system, the candidates for the priesthood,
even those whose origins were from the Ukrainian village,

Hrushevs'kyi provides

. Fedir Kistiakovskii, "Vospominaniia (1808-185 g.)," KSt.,
185, No. 1, pp. 44-63; No. 2, pp. 218-233; No. 4, pp. 114-130; No. 7-

% bp. 185-210; No. 9, pp. 346-366; No. 10, pp. 113-118; No. 11,
PP. 244-258; No. 12, pp. 380-396; I. Vlasovs'kyi, Narys istorii
Vol. III, pp. 251-262. The best

voslawnoi tserk
contrast between the old-fashioned clergy and the
Rre educated but Russified younger generation can be found in a work
of fiction by Ivan Nechui-Levyts'kyi, Starosvits'ki batiushky ta
%[ﬂlf editions). Levyts'kyi himself was © clerical origins
' ed from the Kievan seminary.

f
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the language of their own people and viewed the
language and traditions of their people with
e+« The Ukrainian language was banished from
pulpit and school.... In social relations the clergy
ﬁ friendly with the petty gentry, the police officials,
= yarious merchants. Frcz:-?uthe village community they
iy demanded payments....

pinslly, the sbolition of Usrainian autonomy meant the full

.nnrf"'“‘ of the peasantry, the culmination of a process that had begun

js the late seventeenth century. Unlike the destruction of the Zaporo-

ajes Sich, which was lamented in folk songs, there is no indication

gat the peasants had any sentimental attachment to the Hetmanate and
{ts {nstitutions. One response to the abolition of autonomy and their
cosplete enserfment was flight from their masters, Between 1782.1791
wproxisately 35,000 peasants from the Kiev and Chernihiv provinces es-
esped their masters and, for the most part, went to the southern Ukraine
md the Don. Considering that the total peasant population of these
provinces was approximately 700,000, this meant that in the short dura-

tion of nine years five percent of all peasants had flcd.zu

Nith the
settling of the south and vigorous imperial prosecution of runaways,
prasant escapes became more difficult. Nevertheless, they continued:
between 1822 and 1833, for instance, 1349 peasants from Poltava and

s Peasants from Chernihiv were sent to Siberia because of repeated

e

M, - .;:’u' Hrushevs'kyi, Z istorii religiinoi dumky na Ukraini (2nd
2 Peg: 1962), p. 135.
2

M.::'“ﬂ' Dubrovs'kyi, "Selians'ki vtechi na Livoberezhnii Ukraini
! %‘ m: XVIII st., (1782-1791 rr.),” Chernihiv i Pivnichne Livobere-

XXIII of ky Ukrains'koho Naukovoho Tovarystva; Kiev:
394-396. Zapysky
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¢ from their masters,?}2

petitions to the government and Violence were the only oth
other

for the peasant to indicate his dissatisfaction, Hundreds of

F"iﬂm were presented by the peasants to the local and,

213
rities. Many wh
central sutho Y Who were registered as peasants wanted

at times,

co prOve that they were, in reality, Cossacks. Peasants who were en-

serfed by the landlord wanted to have their status changed to state

’-gnt:. When petitions failed, the peasants occasionally resorted

1o violence. In the village of Morozivka the peasants protested their
pegistration in 1782 census as privately owned serfs instead of state
pessants. They "arrested" the landlord, expelled the local authorities,
gnd sent a delegation to the Kiev provincial administration. The
investigation proved the charges of Morozivka peasants to be accurate
i;d they were registered as state punnts.z” While there were many

215

individual instances of violence perpetrated by the peasants, there

were few massive uprisings involving villages. In those cases where

wrisings did occur, they usually involved Cossacks, who had lost their

2121, 0. Hurzhii, Borot'ba selian i robitmykiv Ukrainy prot
s'koho knitu (z 80-kh rokiv XVIII st, do 1861 r.
devotes a whole section of his book to

IISM are enumerated in I. I. Ignatovich, Krest'ianskoe
of XIX veka (Moscow: 1963}, pp- 294-

T a‘iv ﬁMﬂi ¥ pervol che e 8: 83-105; Istoriia
1 _ Hurzhii, Borot'ba selian..., PP. 53-68; 83-105;

Sanstva Ukraine'koi RSR (Z vols.; Kiev: 1967), Yol. I, pp. 327335
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o St
yods *

e long-tera impact of the abolitjon of autonomy on Ukrainian

ety S immense: the Cossacks were gradually reduced to vireust

te peassnts; the merchants and artisans wers sbsorbed into an ethni-
s

sy petercgeneous but linguistically Russian imperial estate, the

ergy becase 2 Russified closed caste,

d and the peasants were ful 'y

gaserfed.

Ubwpie Hurzhii lists a number of larger uprisings in the first
m‘ STter of the nineteenth century, a closer examination reveals that
seligy Y in 311 cases Cossacks were involved. See Hurzhii, Borot'ba
' PP. 83-105. Soviet historians treat Cossacks as part of the
end op and thus can talk about the growing peasant movement from the

the eighteenth century until emancipatiom.



CONCLUSTONS

there was the Hetmanate

It F,“ﬂ beyond recall
it was, we ruled ourselves

:?;. shall rule no more..,.
we never shall forget

The Cossack fame of yorel
T. Shevchenko?l?

petween 1764 and the early nineteenth century, the autonomous
stitutions of the Hetmanate were abolished and the region was inte-
grated into the Russian Empire. The abolition occurred in two stages:
m initial preparatory ome, followed by the actual introduction of
imperial administration and institutions. The first stage began in
1764 with the forced resignation of Hetman Rozumovs'kyi and Catherine's
formulation of a clear policy aimed at gradually integrating all autono-
wus areas. From 1764 until 1782, the major Ukrainian institutions
remsined intact, but Governor-Gemeral Rumiantsev successfully inter-
mshed them with the imperial bureaucracy and made them dependent upon
imperial institutions. By the time this process was completed, the
Hetaanate was well prepared for the final abolitiom. The consternation
tased by the abolition of the office of hetman had subsided, and the
- Mostility between the Ukrainian elite and Governor-General Rumiantsev

Ulrhe Night of Taras," Song Out of Darkness; Shevchenko's

Yo, p. 11,

-380-
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7 - superseded by co-operation

1 by social and political Unrest,

and even fritndship. When Catherine

d
eveloped a master Plan for the

vernance, the fate of ¢
H‘lﬂ“ ot he Hetmanate was sealed. The intro-

oction of Catherine's provincial reforms into the Hetmanate in 1782
pjtisted the second, decisive stage of the sbolition. The Ukrainian

ystrative, fiscal, and judial systems were abolished, the Church

jost its wealth and was divested of any remaining local peculiarities

od, finally, the Cossack military formations were phased out and the
populace subjected to the Empire's military drafe. By the early nine-

tpenth century the Hetmanate was, with only a few exceptions, governed
by an imperial bureaucracy according to imperial noms.

The Ukrainian social structure, however, did not correspond to
the isperial order so readily. While the burghers soon becase part of
m ethnically heterogeneous, Russified estate and the clergy were
tnnsformed into a Russified closed caste, the Ukrainian elite and the
(ssacks proved more Jdifficult to integrate. The imperial suthorities,
wreover, wavered In their policies towands the latter two groups.
initially, in 1783-85, virtually the whole Ukrainian elite was admitted
lato the dvorianstvo. Then, at the turn of the century, the Office
of Beraldry rescinded thousands of titles and advanced strict regulations
for those who claimed rights to imperial dvorianstvo on the basis of
""-lill titles. This resulted in twenty-five years of struggle by
 Wraiatan nobility against the Office of Heraldry and the Senate.
Nthoug st Ukrainian titles were eventually recognized (except for
r ™ % lowest ranks) this long, drawn-out battle slowed delayed the
- Mlallation o g Ukrainian elite.
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sisilarly, the imperial authorities vacillated in dealing with

the Guopsicks=~& Sovp WALCh 414 not resdily :ste any standard category
#iﬂ“hl society. On the one hand, there was a strong tendency to
reduce the Cossacks' status to that of state peasants; on the other,
in times of military emergency, the imperial authorities sought to
gbilize them as irregular troops, thus reviving their Cossack status.
gisally, in the 1830's the Cossacks were definitively accorded the
status of special state peasants. It was only at the end of the
1830's, therefore, that Ukrainian society at last conformed to the im-
perial social structure,

The initial reaction of Ukrainian society to imperial integratiom
and assimilation was an entirely negative one. Rumiantsev was forced
to use repression and arrests to counter the gutonomist demands made
by the Ukrainian elite. Despite these measures, fiery leaders such
as Hryhorii Poletyka from the mobility and the Kievan metropolitan,
Arsenii Mohylians'kyi, called not only for the continuation of autonomy,
bt also for the restitution of rights long lest. The Legislative Com-
sission of 1767-69 had shown that 21l segments of Ukrainian society--
vith the exception of the peasantry who did not participate--cherished
their autonomous rights. But the Commission had also revealed a frag-
meated society with politics controlled emtirely by the nobility and
hgher tlergy. The other segments of society (Cossacks, burghers, lower
tlergy) were concerned only with their estate rights and were hardly
™ars of the political crisis which threatencd to end the existence of

the 'h!-‘-uu.

Al} Wkrainian institutions were abolished only two decades later,
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he reaction of the Ukrainian Populace was nothing more than mild

an opportunit
o there been PP Y to register an opinion, such as in the

1167 qulltiw Commission, much of Ukrainian society would still

saps, have preferred the continuation of 1oca institutions,

4 1ack of @ public forum, the nobility, the

per-

Even with

chief proponents of
grainian autonomy in the past, might have expressed greater dissatis-

faction. Their placidity stemmed from Rumiantsev's well-planned policy

of drawing the Ukrainian nobility into imperial service. Imperial

gption of the Ukrainian elite proved so successful that Governor A.

wyloradovych, & Ukrainian, and his largely Ukrainian staff actually
prepared the introduction of imperial institutions into the Hetmanate.
mother Ukrainian, the Kievan metropolitan, Samuil Myslavs'kyi, super-
vised the imperial secularization of Church wealth and attespted to
wliterate any remaining peculiarities which still differentiated the
@Gurch in the Hetmanate from the rest of the Empire.

Yet the co-operation which the imperial government ebtained froa
the Ukrainian elite cannot be interpreted as umiversal acceptance of
imperial integration. A portion of the Ukrainian mobility openly
Wpoused assimilation, a much larger number probably became Russified
©d vere assimilated without ever being conscious of the process, but
! third part strove to retain or even remew various aspects of the Het-
Wnate's heritage. The latter group, the traditionalists, were not
Wited in any cohesive movement but were hetercgemeous in make-up and
Pls, some merely espoused the continuation of the Lithuanisn Statute
¢ the Ukrainjan judicial system; others utilized propitious political
S~y 0 propose the reestablishment of Cossack military formations;
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’:1” others clandestinely wrote and distributed anti-assimilationise

"‘Mi_m:im political literature (Istoriia Rusov); and a daring

gven plotted against the imperial government. Oppositionist ten-

jncies ¥ere further reinforced by the long struggle to gain recognition

of ykrainian ranks as bestowing automatic mesbership in the imperial

grorlanstvo- In sum, while most of the Ukrainian nobility had become
gssinilated and Russified, the process was not as automatic as hitherto

F“"'" and had to overcome pockets of resistence among the Ukrainian

slite.
ond assimilation, and it was they who helped promote the Ukrainian

A small part of the nobility never fully accepted integration

astional revival in the nineteenth century.

The only protest against imperial assimilation not made by the
acbility was, "The Lament of the Kievans on the Loss of the Magdeburg
Law"--a passionately anti-Russian poem. Kiev, with its strong traditions
of self-rule and an articulate burgher class, was the exception to the
male, For the most part, the burghers, the Cossacks, the lower clergy,
md peasants were the politically passive elements of Ukrainian society.
Jod if they were dissatisfied, they simply lacked the forua and the
articulateness to express their opinions.

Catherine and her heirs seemed successful in forging a unitary
Russian Empire. Not only were the imstitutions of the Hetmanate Te-
Maced by imperial ones, but much of Ukrainian society was assimilated
=d Russified. A basic polarizationm resulted: the town, with its
tthnically mixed population and numerous officials became Russified,
vhile the countryside, inhabited by Cossacks, peasants, and nobles,
™ained, on the whole, Ukrainian. Later, even most of the provincial
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pecame Russified and the Cossacks were merged into the

ﬁll!

seini pkrainian was virtually synonomeus with being a

peasantry.

goreseen that the unitary, well-integrated Empire would soon be con-
gronted by "the revolution of national consciousness w218

Once under way, the Ukrainian national movement drew much of
its inspiration from the legacy of the Hetmanate. 1Its poets and writers
wok the civic and patriotic political literature of the Hetmanate and
jafused it with a mew romantic and nationalist message. The Cossack
;huulﬂ and the historical works of the nobility formed the basis
for the later development of a nationmal history and a national myth.
The nobility's experimentation with a vemacular Ukrainian literature
eventually blossomed into a national literature. Moreover, the Hetman-
ite served as an example of self-rule while retaining loyalty to the
émasty snd Empire. By 1840, the Hetmanate was indeed "lost," as
Shevchenko wrote, but it was not beyond recall, The Hetmanate and the
~ Besory of its traditions provided a major link between Cossack and

Wdern Ukraine.

-h____—
hl n.ﬁrc Raeff, "Patterns of Russian Imperial Policy Towards the

Bn} " Slrriut Nationality Problems, Edward Allworth, ed. (New




Supplementary Information on the Naka:y

1. Makazy of the Nobility

1. government-controlled;
2. 135 -signatures.

AMditional points (not om chart):

1. eriticlisa of .ie Ukrainian administration:
- 4. petition for creation of mobility courts:
3. request for stationing of Russianm troops in towns only:

« demand for excaption of peasants under nodility juris-
diction from performance of public works.

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LXVII (1889), pp. 233-250

NIZHYN OFFICIAL NAXAT
Comments:

1. government-dictated;
2. 16 signatures.
Additional points:
1. criticism of Ukrainian administration;
2. demand for creation of mobility mrﬂ: S
3. request for exemption from state services of pe
under the jurisdiction of the mobility; _
4. proposal for the construction of storage bins for grain.

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, pp. 133-146

=386~



OFFICIAL NAKAZ
E_.;m’;-—-_
Comments:

1. 118 signatures.
additional points:
ROTE

Published in: SIRIO, Veol, LXVIII, pp. 211-222

ALY NAYAZ

Comments:
1. 48 signatures.
Additional points:

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, Pp- 127-1%2

MRYLUKY NAKAZ
Comments:

1. 100 signatures.
Additional points:

1. petition for the confirmation of the Ukrainian legal
systea.

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, pp. 2235-232

POHARA MAKAZ
Comments:
1. 39 signatures.
Additional points:

l. request that raskolmiki living in the polk territory either
be removed or subjected to local jurisdictiom,

Published in: SIR10, Vol. LXVIII, pp. 203-210




-388.

NAKAZ
ey PR

Comoents:
1. 111 signatures.

Additi onal points:

1. request reimbursement for various

borde
(maintenance of fortifications, ¥ obligations

border buildings bridges,

2. demand for registration of all Cossack
bition for peasants to enter Cosuncs s Il:nf the prohi-
3. proposal for a reform of the Ukrainian General C :

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LxvIII, PP. 173.188

1. 117 signatures.
Additional points:
1. petition for free elections of all military and civilian
officials and for the confirmation of the nobility's
rights to manufacture;

2. request the prohibition of a Russian military unit to have
its quarters in Lubny.

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, pp. 158-172

STARODUB SUPPRESSED NAKAZ

Comments:
1. suppressed by Rumiantsev;
2. no signatures, but 87 nobles were present;
3. not published in full.

| Additional points:

1. petition for a guarantee of the Ukrainian legal system and
Et government posts be held by the local nobility.

Syuopsis published in: Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 111-117




-SH-
pRESSED NAKAZ

SUP

1. suppressed by Rumiantsey.
2. 55 signatures; ?

3. not published in fu)),

Additional points:

wl‘lﬂ.ﬂ!li!hEd in: Hlkﬁ-i.ﬂ?ichl va_EE]’ P. 168

pREIASLAV NAKAZ
Comments:
1. 116 signatures.
Additional points:
none

Published in: SIRIO, Vol. LXVIII, pp. 147-157.

Il. Cossack Nakazy

CERNIHIV HAKAZ
Comments:

1. first page of manuscript missing, first point unknown;
2. 90 signatures, all Cossacks, no nobles..

Additional points:
none

Published in: Nakazy, pp. 142-150.
REUSLAY NAKAZ
c_ts:

1. composite of 18 nakazy;
2. no signatures available.




'Huq

Additional points:
1. general praise of the
2. proposal for ‘bnuumﬂ:\;t:::ﬂffur the manifesto;

3, complaint against - in Little Russia:
officials; Tequirement to provision Passing Russian

4. request for retention of own sotnia court

Published in: Maksimovich, Vybory, pp. 251-254

sTARODUB NAKAZ
Comments :
1. no signatures,
Additional points:
none

Published in: Nakazy, pp. 151-152,

PRYLUXY NAKAZ
Comments:

1. 22 signatures.
Additional points:

Published in: Nakazy, pp. 157-163

MIRHOROD MAKAZ
Comments:

1. a synopsis of various sotnia nakazy;
2. no signatures available.

Additional points:

1. petition for the confirmation of title to Cossack lands and

jon from taxation of Cossacks and Cossack widows;
2. demand payment for livestock taken from the Cossacks dur-

ing the Prussian campaign;

3. request the return of property in New Serbia and repayment

. : 1k:
for supplies appropriated by the Moldavian Hussar polk;
4. Frﬂpﬂsﬁ for Etnting stationed Russian troops among



